so 


nomw 

UD 

2.H3 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

ut 

Rawlins  District  Office 

t MS 

Great  Divide  Resource  Area 

June  1995 

FINAL 

Laramie  Peak  Big  Horn  Sheep 
Habitat  Management  Plan 


BLM  Library 
Denver  Federal  Center 
Bldg.  50,  OC-521 
P.O.  Box  25047  '] 

Denver,  CO  80225  1 


..  - ' • ■ 

is..-  < rwv  »3s''i  I fiSftf;' 

' ' ri-> 

, - • S '*f  =*> 


stjij  Mje 
f- »lt laO  3be>-i  ig.Tin1] 

K)3£  xo8  .05? 
*i  ^SS08  00  .i9vnoG 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  responsible  for  the  balanced  management  of  the  public  lands  and 
resources  and  their  various  values  so  that  they  are  considered  in  a combination  that  will  best  serve  the 
needs  of  the  American  people.  Management  is  based  upon  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained 
yield;  a combination  of  uses  that  take  into  account  the  long  term  needs  of  future  generations  for  renewable 
and  nonrenewable  resources.  These  resources  include  recreation,  range,  timber,  minerals,  watershed, 
fish  and  wildlife,  wilderness  and  natural,  scenic,  scientific  and  cultural  values. 
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ABSTRACT 


The  Laramie  Peak  Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP)  is  a comprehensive  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  ( BLM)  activity  plan  prepared  and  implemented  under  authority  of  Ti-  e 
II,  Public  Law  93-452,  otherwise  referred  to  as  the  Sikes  Act.  This  document  ^.s 
a cooperative  effort  among  the  BLM,  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  ( WGFD ) , 
and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  (USFS)  to  manage  bighorn  sheep  habitat  on  public 
lands  in  and  adjacent  to  the  Douglas  Ranger  District  of  the  Medicine  Bow  National 
Forest.  Although  this  is  a cooperative  effort,  it  has  been  prepared  by  a BLM 
Wildlife  Biologist  and  follows  the  BLM  Manual  6780,  Habitat  Management  Plan, 
therefore,  it  incorporates  and  tiers  from  many  Bureau  policies  and  land  use  plans 
that  address  wildlife  issues  and  concerns.  This  HMP  area  is  relatively  large  in 
geographical  scope  and  is  located  throughout  the  Laramie  Range  north  of  Wyoming 
State  Highway  34,  east  of  Wyoming  Highway  487  and  south  to  south-west  of 
Interstate  Highway  25  (R.  68-78W. , T.  19-33  N.).  This  is  the  entire  WGFD  Hunt 
Area  19,  which  yields  to  less  difficult  management  both  economically  and 
politically.  The  primary  goal  of  the  HMP  is  to  improve  the  distribution  of 
bighorn  sheep  populations  and  associated  genetic  diversity  by  increasing  and 
improving  the  amount  and  quality  of  open,  secure  foraging  areas  (adjacent  to 
water  and  escape  cover)  in  site-specific  habitat  areas.  The  primary  objective 
is  to  increase  the  bighorn  sheep  population  from  173  animals  to  500  animals  by 
manipulating  approximately  9,000  total  acres  of  habitat  by  the  year  2009-2010. 
There  are  fifteen  (15)  proposed  habitat  sites  that  will  use  the  following  planned 
actions,  collectively  or  in  a combination  of,  to  implement  the  objectives  of  the 
HMP:  prescribed  burns,  small  commercial  logging  practices,  assorted  fence 
modifications,  diverse  riparian  improvements  that  include  in-stream  structures, 
fencing,  plantings,  and  reservoir  developments.  Site-specific  Environmental 
Assessments  (EAs)  will  be  completed  for  each  proposed  site  throughout  the  10-15 
year  time  span  of  the  HMP,  therefore,  specific  planned  actions  will  be  determined 
at  that  time. 


1 


. 


;oLj 


O.S.  %eruiee. 

^cx.rv^T'  "bteH*  lek  feotx?«icLrteS 

L.OL.roLj^\®.  ^ojr^er  "b^sfric^ 
HojycieV'  RsCL-^Er  *tH4rvc^ 
*bcu^LS  ^eLT^tr  V»%*VritiV 
6tuskCr»i»e  (Lojmm-o 


Ko-Vu'Voi'  6)  rCLN\C.(r> 


3 


HoJ&HojV  Bronsic^ 


LO 


C^a^-rr^g-  Q-r*zk  Fx'sV^, 


yor^xxoo^ 

HoJo'+cd-  Sra-vXC-^ 

3 


u 

(tw*x  y r^^rs'V 

Area.  50 


LOyor^iioc^  ^oourr>c.  cn-xd  £»*V\ 

F«st-%  rrvx^\o^r*^e^  fVrea 


f\naoc  S5 

fVrea.  So 


UiiCbLVFe 

3EEL 


^-OyorrMK,^  (ocMryse  outn^  ^a'^Vs 
LoAVci  Vv^e 


'b'vMv^jAoKk  ^L  P\ 

^ \V)\SioK&  *s:fc 

*VlVK^VO*i  ~^lv\  - 


r orm  6780—1 
(July  1981) 

(formerly  6620-1)  UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

CHECKLIST  FOR  PREPARATION  AND  REVIEW 

OF  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLANS 

State 

District  p 

Resource  Area 

GjV&o/V  ~^s.s,o vwcce.  fhc<i<w_ 

HMP  Name  and  Number 

V_cxTOjv^i<s.  feccV.  Hoi?  - T-34 

HMP  Prepared  by 

TVvcx.c'h  3- 

REVIEW  CHECKLIST 

SURNAME 

DATE 

j Master  Memorandum  of  Understanding,  Sikes  Act  Agreement  and/or 
Supplemental  with  State  Agency. 

Preliminary  meeting(s)  with  State  Agencv  1 or  other  appropriate 
cooperators)  to  jointly  discuss  HMP  objectives. 

3.  Endangered  Species  Act  Compliance  completed  by 

CO  V . 0_cL 

4.  Review  by  District/Resource  Area  Specialists 

Range 

ft 

l^kL 

Wild  Horse  and  Burro 

H 

lolz/tff' 

Hydrologist 

ki/k 

tl 

Forestry 

L 

/??!/ 

Fisheries /Botanist /Wildlife  Biologist 

OcJe.  H ( \W 

Lands 

V ^ 

GjUmJc.  K MUSIC* ^ 

act  L/,  /((9'{ 

Minerals 

Recreation 

ys’/s/  fV 

Wilderness/ ACEC 

. sr/r/Jy 

Cultural 

/0  / S'/?*/ 

Visual 

L 

/»/ r/?y 

Environmental  Coordinator  < reviews  EAs ) 

to  Vi ^ 

i sJd.ri-  

Support  f Chief  of  Operations/  F ire  Management) 

/oif  fan- 

Others 

3 Reviewed  by  Area  Manager 

/W/AV 

Reviewed  bv  Chief  of  Resource  Management 

kk 

<0  • /*-?/ 

_ Draft  HMP  and  EA  reviewed  by  State  Agency  authorized  officer 

or  other  cooperators ). 

S.  Final  review  (it  appropriate ) by  State  Director 

Reviewed  and  approved  by  District  Manager 

10.  Approved  by  State  Agency  authorized  officer 

Remarks 


3 


* U.S.  Government  Printing  Office: 1981-780-779/692  Beg  8 


9 


Form  6780—1 
(July  1981) 

(formerly  6620-1)  UNITED  STATES 

State 

Wyoming 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

District 

Casper 

CHECKLIST  FOR  PREPARATION  AND  REVIEW 

OF  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLANS 

Resource  Area 

Platte  Rive  RA 

HMP  Name  and  Number 

Laramie  Peak  HMP  T-34 

HMP  Prepared  by 

Mary  J.  Read 

REVIEW  CHECKLIST 

SURNAME 

DATE 

j Master  Memorandum  of  Understanding,  Sikes  Act  Agreement  and/or 
Supplemental  with  State  Agency. 

Preliminary  meeting(s)  with  State  Agency  tor  other  appropriate 
cooperators)  to  jointly  discuss  HMP  objectives. 

......  Xr. - - 

3.  Endangered  Species  Act  Compliance  completed  by 

/o-n-9i 

4.  Review  by  District/Resource  Area  Specialists 

Range 

/O  -J7-W 

Wild  Horse  and  Burro 

N/A 

Hydrologist 

n/a  

a 

F orestry 

ill 

Fisheries /Botanist/Wildlife  Biologist 

!(  /»-/7-?f 

Lands 

— ■ 

/o-n-f't 

Minerals 

h hi  111- 

Recreation 

^ tX..  X . , 

r , 

to  j ll  f <}  ^ 

Wilderness/ACEC 

rv  v r 

W— l] 

) t*l n j <f-f 

Cultural 

Visual  ^ 

J 1°  / < "7  / *7  “/ 

Environmental  Coordinator  (reviews  E.\s) 

/o  ■ f~?'9 *( 

Support  ( Chief  of  Operations  Fire  Management) 

\o  ' 1 '7-<AtA 

Others 

^N/A 

5 Reviewed  bv  Area  Manager 

/d-/7-  94 

6.  Reviewed  by  Chief  of  Resource  Management 

//pi 

/O'  /7'  74 

- Draft  HMP  and  EA  reviewed  by  State  Agency  authorized  officer 

or  other  cooperators). 

y . Rinal  review  t it  appropriate)  by  State  Director 

H 

Reviewed  and  approved  by  District  Manager 

1/&1 

./)&>  //,ir/;aSYh 

/C-/1-9Y 

''j.  Approved  bv  State  Agency  authorized  officer 

Remarks 


♦ U.S.  Government  Printing  Of flee : 1981-780-779/692  Reg  8 


9 


9 


HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLANS 


.01  Objectives . The  overall  objective  of  any  Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP) 
implementation  is  to  manage  habitats  on  the  public  lands  for  the  conservation  and 
rehabilitation  of  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant  resources  consistent  with 
multiple-use  management  principles.  To  meet  this  objective  it  is  necessary  to: 

A.  Provide  procedures  for  preparation  and  implementation  of  HMPs  with 
defined  management  actions  or  prescriptions  to  protect,  improve,  and  maintain 
wildlife  habitat. 

B.  Define  specific  BLM  wildlife  activity  planning  and  on-the-ground 
project  implementation  procedures. 

C.  Provide  continuity  in  developing  HMPs  and  correlate  wildlife  population 
goals  and  objectives  proposed  by  State  wildlife  agencies  with  BLM  wildlife 
habitat  management  goals  and  objectives. 

D.  Ensure  that  HMPs  meet  the  requirements  of  comprehensive  plans  as  pre- 
sented by  Title  II,  Sec.  201(a)  of  the  Sikes  Act,  as  amended  (P.L.  93-452;  16 
U.S.C.  et.  seq. ) . 

B.  Promote  the  development  and  implementation  of  HMPs  for  the  conservation 
of  sensitive,  threatened,  and  endangered  plants  and  animals  officially  listed  by 
Federal  or  State  agencies. 

.02  Authority.  (See  Appendix  IX) 

. 03  Responsibility. 

A.  The  Director  and  Associate  Director  are  responsible  for  overall  HMP 
program  coordination  and  its  interactions  with  all  other  Bureau  programs.  They 
®re  also  responsible  for  determining  Bureauwide  priorities  for  HMP  funding  and 
implementation.  These  responsibilities  are  exercised  through  the  Deputy 
Directors. 


B.  Deputy  Director  for  Lands  and  Renewable  Resources,  within  his/her 
assigned  areas  of  responsibility,  is  responsible  for  the  overall  coordination  and 
integration  of  HMP  policies  and  procedures.  He/she  provides  policy  and  program 
interpretations,  direction,  leadership,  and  line  management  to  assure  consistency 
of  field  implementation  for  HMPs. 

C.  Assistant  Director  Renewable  Resources,  is  responsible  for  HMP 
policies,  procedures,  and  programs  that  are  consistent  and  coordinated  with 
similar  action  plans  for  Rangeland  Management,  Wild  Horses  and  Burros,  Water 
Resources,  and  Forest  Management.  He/she  identifies,  addresses,  and  reconciles 
HMP  issues  and  conflicts  within  and  between  programs  under  his/her 
responsibility. 

D.  Chief.  Office  of  Budget,  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that  requests  for 
new  authorization  or  appropriations  transmitted  to  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  (OMB)  and  the  Congress  are  supportive  of  the  Director's  and 
Administration '8  funding  and  employment  decisions  for  the  preparation, 
implementation,  and  monitoring  of  HMPs. 

E.  Chief.  Division  of  Administrative  Services,  is  responsible  for  ensuring 
that  procurement  and  assistance  procedures  used  to  implement  HMPs  are  in  legal 
compliance  with  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  Sikes  Act, 
Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act,  Federal  Grant  and  Cooperative  Agreement  Act, 
Economy  Act,  OMB  procedures,  and  Interior  Department  and  BLM  procurement 
regulations. 

F.  Chief.  Division  of  Wildlife,  is  responsible  for  developing  and  issuing 
guidelines  for  the  preparation  and  implementation  of  HMPs  and  ensuring  that  they 
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are  consistent  with  principles  of  ecosystem  management  and  coordinated  with  other 
resource  activity  plans.  The  Chief  also  is  responsible  for  compiling  Bureauwide 
HMP  statistics,  providing  such  information  as  is  deemed  necessary  to  support 
relevant  budget  requests,  and  being  responsive  to  public  Inquiries. 

G.  Chief,  Division  of  Rangeland  Resources,  is  responsible  for  ensuring 
that  policies  and  guidelines  for  the  preparation  and  implementation  of  livestock 
grazing  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs)  are  coordinated  with  HMPs  and 
consistent  with  principles  of  ecosystem  management. 

Chief , Office  of  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordination.  is 

responsible  for  the  coordination  of  HMP-related  guidelines  and  procedures  with 
®ureaus  planning,  inventory,  and  NEPA  compliance  systems  through  the  Chief, 
Division  of  Wildlife,  and  that  such  systems  are  consistent  with  the  principles 
of  ecosystem  management. 

I • Other  Division  and  Office  Chiefs  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that 
policies  and  guidelines  for  their  respective  resources'  activity  plans  are 
coordinated  with  HMPs  (e.g..  Forest  Management  Plans,  Mining  Plans,  Wilderness 
Management  Plans)  and  are  consistent  with  principles  of  ecosystem  management. 

State  Directors  are  responsible  for  quality  control  of  HMPs,  for 
establishing  priorities  for  HMP  preparation,  implementation,  and  funding  within 
their  respective  States,  and  for  submitting  the  annual  HMP  Statistics  Report 
(Form  6780-3)  to  the  Director  (240)  in  a complete  and  timely  manner.  State 
Directors  also  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  HMPs  are  implemented  and 
coordinated  with  their  respective  State  agencies.  A State  Director  has  the 
option  to  approve  and/or  sign  HMPs  in  coordination  with  the  State  agency 
Director. 


K*  District  Managers  sign  and  approve  HMPs  upon  completion  and  ensure  that 
requirements  for  Resource  Management  Plan  ( RMP ) or  Management  Framework  Plan 
(MFP ) objectives  and  decisions  are  met.  They  also  ensure  that  HMP  statistics  are 
submitted  to  the  State  Directors. 

i*.  Area  Managers  are  responsible  for  HMP  preparation  and  on-the-ground 
habitat  management  and  implementation  of  HMPs  and  for  ensuring  that  such  plans 
meet  the  specified  objectives,  planned  actions,  and  evaluations  so  prescribed  in 
planning  documents.  They  also  recommend  approval  of  HMPs,  provide  the  required 
line  management  supervision  for  their  preparation,  revise/update  HMPs  as  needed, 
and  conduct  coordination  with  local  State  agency  personnel. 

M.  District  and  Resource  Area  Staff  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Biologists  and 
Botanists  assist  Area  Managers  in  the  preparation  and  coordination  of  HMPs  with 
appropriate  local  State  agency  personnel.  Staff  biologists  and  botanists  should 
ensure  that  the  biological  components  of  the  plans  are  adequate,  that  they 
fulfill  ecosystem  management  requirements,  and  that  fish,  wildlife,  and 
threatened  or  endangered  plant  and  animal  management  priorities  are  established 
and  scheduled  in  the  HMP. 

. 04  Definitions. 

A.  Crucial  Habitat:  Habitat  which  is  absolutely  basic  to  maintaining 
viable  populations  of  fish,  wildlife,  or  plants  during  certain  seasons  of  the 
year  or  specific  reproduction  periods. 

B.  Ecosystem  Management:  The  integration  of  different  land  management 
goals  to  ensure  that  the  integrity  of  the  ecosystem  will  be  maintained. 
Ecosystem  management  is  directed  toward  habitat  management  rather  than  species 
management,  the  concept  being  that  species  will  be  maintained  naturally  if  a 
proper  mosaic  of  habitats  exiBts.  Ecosystem  management  encompasses  featured 
species  and  species  diversity  to  ensure  compliance  with  existing  laws;  prevent 
species  from  becoming  threatened  or  endangered;  and  provide  values  and  uses  for 
the  public.  The  overall  goal  of  ecosystem  management  for  wildlife  is  retention 
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or  management  of  all  natural  habitats  in  sufficient  quantities  to  support  viable 
and  self-sustaining  populations  of  all  native  wildlife;  e.g.,  riparian  areas, 
cliffs,  wetlands,  and  old-growth  forests. 

c;  Habitat,,  Development : All  actions  to  improve;  protect;  and  maintain 
fish,  wildlife,  and  threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive  plants  and  animals  and 
their  habitats.  This  includes  funds,  equipment,  and  personnel  for:  project 
survey  and  design;  contract  preparation;  on-the-ground  project  work;  project 
supervision;  maintenance;  on-site,  pre-  and  post-project  treatment  studies  and 
monitoring;  and  those  public  affairs  programs  necessary  to  explain  habitat 
development  and  to  denote  HMP  locations  and  purposes. 

D-  Habitat  Management  Plan:  A written  and  approved  activity  plan  for  a 
geographical  area  of  public  lands  which  identifies  wildlife  habitat  management 
actions  to  be  implemented  in  achieving  specific  objectives  related  to  RMP/MFP 
planning  document  decisions.  Different  terminology  used  for  HMPs  is  as  follows: 

1*  Sikes  Act  HMPs  are  prepared  and  implemented  jointly  with  State 
agencies  under  authority  of  the  Sikes  Act,  Title  II  and  are  thus  the  same  as 
comprehensive  plans.  Such  plans  are  denoted  as  Sikes  Act  HMPs  in  writing  within 
the  HMP  itself  and  through  the  BLM-State  agency  Master  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  or  Supplements  thereto. 

2.  Other  HMPs  are  those  not  covered  under  the  Sikes  Act,  which  were 
either  prepared  prior  to  the  Act's  passage  in  1974  or  for  some  reason  have  not 
been  designated  as  such. 

2.  Implemented  HMPs  are  those  which  have  been  approved  for  funding 
support  and  policy  direction  by  the  State  Director  and/or  District  Manager.  In 
essence,  they  become  implemented  once  funds  and/or  manpower  have  been  obligated 
to  accomplish  habitat  management  actions  on  the  ground.  Funds  so  obligated  can 
include  State  agency  contributions  as  well  as  those  of  BLM  and  other  Federal 
agencies. 


4.  Completed  HMPs  are  those  for  which  at  least  90  percent  of  the 
total  funds  required  for  implementation  have  been  obligated  toward  originally 
planned  habitat  improvement  and  protection  actions  and  they  are  essentially  in 
a maintenance  phase. 

5.  New  HMPs  are  those  which  have  just  been,  or  are  being,  prepared 
and  can  be  ready  for  on-the-ground  implementation  and  funding  support  during 
upcoming  fiscal  years  (FYs);  e.g.,  those  classified  as  "new"  at  the  end  of  FY 
1982  can  be  implemented  beginning  with  FY  1983. 

6.  Revised  HMPs  are  those  which  have  undergone  updating  and  complete 
or  partial  revision  to  bring  them  within  acceptable  legal  and  policy  standards. 

E.  Priority  Species  and  Habitats:  Those  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant  species 
or  habitats  that  have  been  identified  in  the  MFP,  RMP,  or  through  special  studies 
as  having  special  significance  for  management.  These  may  include  endangered, 
threatened,  or  sensitive  species,  species  of  high  economic  or  recreational  value, 
and  aquatic  or  riparian  habitats.  Also  included  are  individuals  or  populations 
of  animals  and/or  plants  that  are  recognized  as  significant  for  one  or  more 
factors,  such  as  density,  diversity,  size,  disjunct  occurrences,  or  age  (e.g., 
the  11-12,000-year-old  creosote  bush  rings  in  the  California  Desert  Conservation 
Ares;  the  high  diversity  and  density  of  nesting  raptors  in  the  Snake  River  Birds 
of  Prey  Area;  or  an  area  such  as  Ash  Meadows  in  Nevada  which  supports  a high 
concentration  of  rare  plants  and  animals). 

F.  Reasonable  Numbers:  Population  numbers  of  a species  which  are 
estimated  to  currently  exist  in  a specific  geographical  area  or  are  projected  at 
a certain  population  level  based  on  a long-term  average.  Reasonable  population 
numbers  are  usually  determined  to  assess  allocation  of  forage  for  big  game 
species.  These  numbers  are  derived  from  State  agencies'  input  and  subsequent 
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management  is  mutually  agreed  upon  by  BLM  and  the  State  agency. 

G.  Wildlife:  All  species  of  aquatic,  marine,  avian,  and  terrestrial 
animals,  both  native  and  exotic,  normally  found  in  a wild  state.  Feral  horses 
and  burros  are  excluded. 

H.  Wildlife/Plant  Habitat.  All  elements  of  a wild  organism's  environment 
which  the  organism's  needs  to  complete  its  life  cycle  normally  and  naturally, 
i.e.,  to  maintain  a healthy  life  and  perpetuate  its  population  through  normal 
reproduction.  These  elements  may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to:  nutrition, 
cover,  water,  and  living  space,  in  the  amounts,  qualities,  and  locations  which 
the  organism  requires  to  complete  its  life  cycle. 
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. 1 Determining  Needs  and  Prioritiea. 


•11  Plan  Objectives  and  Actions.  Specific  HMP  objectives  and  actions  are 
based  upon  decisions  obtained  through  the  resource  management  planning  process 


•12  Priorities  for  Development.  State  Directors  establish  HMP  preparation 
and  implementation  priorities  based  on  BLM  District  and  State  critical  issues  and 
resultant  programs  for  development  and  implementation  of  HMPs  within  their 
respective  States.  These  priorities  must  be  in  accordance  with  Section  202  of 
the  FLPMA  of  1976  (43  U.S.C.  1712),  Title  II  of  the  Sikes  Act  (16  U.S.C.  et 
seq.),  and  the  Public  Rangeland  Improvement  Act  of  1978  (92  Stat.  1803). 

•13  state Agency  Planning  Coordination.  Many  State  agencies  have 

developed  long-term.  Strategy  Plans  for  the  management  of  wildlife  species  and 
their  populations.  State  Directors  must  ensure  that  such  State  agency  planning 
efforts  are  consulted,  coordinated,  and  referenced  in  HMPs.  If  deemed 
aPProPr iate , BLM,  State,  and  other  Federal  agency  wildlife  planning  efforts  may 
be  combined  at  a State  or  regional  level  in  the  form  of  comprehensive  or 
strategic  plans.  This  can  help  ensure  broad,  coordination  efforts  and  assist  in 
the  synchronization  of  HMPs  affecting  multi-agency  lands  and  resources. 

•2  Scope  of  Plan.  Habitat  management  areas  are  established  to  encompass  the 
biological  requirements  of  priority  species,  regardless  of  land  status.  These 
areas  are  managed  on  an  ecosystem  basis.  In  this  case,  the  species  emphasized  is 
bighorn  sheep. 

.21  Management  Considerations. 

A.  Priority  Species  and  Habitats.  Each  plan  must  consider  the 
requirements  of  priority  species  and  habitats  (e.g.  bighorn  sheep).  These  may 
include  Federal-  or  State-listed  endangered  or  threatened  species;  fish, 
wildlife,  or  plants  of  significant  economic  or  recreational  value;  species  highly 
sensitive  to  land-use  changes;  individuals  or  populations  of  special 
significance;  and  aquatic  or  riparian  areas  or  other  habitats  of  special 
significance.  Priority  species  and  priority  habitats  normally  are  established 
in  cooperation  with  appropriate  State  management  agencies. 

1.  Big  Game  Populations.  Existing  MFPs  may  not  contain 
specified  population  numbers  or  vegetation  allocation  allowances  for  big  game 
species.  In  such  cases,  population  levels  should  be  established  in  the  HMP  and 
coordinated  with  the  State  agency.  These  population  levels  must  be  consistent 
with  social  and  economic  needs,  habitat  sustenance  capability,  and  multiple-use 
management  objectives  for  the  area  concerned. 

2.  Threatened  and  Endangered  (T/E)  Plants.  The  responsibility 
for  T/E  plants  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Bureau's  wildlife  program.  Thus, 
activity  planning  for  these  plants  is  to  be  accomplished  within  HMPs. 

B.  Ecosystem  Management.  It  is  important  that  managing  for  or 
maintaining  desired  ecosystems  be  the  primary  consideration  in  the  development 
of  HMPs.  If  an  HMP  is  intended  to  help  a particular  wildlife  or  plant  species, 
the  primary  objective  must  be  to  preserve  the  ecosystem  upon  which  the  species 
depends.  This  means  that  all  proposed  management  practices  must  be  designed  to 
ensure  the  maintenance  of  a natural  or  desired  diversity  of  plants,  animals,  and 
habitats.  The  quantity  and  quality  of  nutrients,  water,  food,  cover,  living 
space,  and  the  proper  mixture  of  these  to  meet  desired  levels  of  abundance  and 
diversity  are  major  considerations  for  management  attention  in  the  HMP.  Human 
intrusion,  climate,  topography,  and  other  habitat  determinants  must  also  be 
considered.  An  HMP  should  prescribe  methods  for  improving  manageable  habitat 
that  is  a deteriorating  condition,  and  also  should  specify  procedures  for 
maintaining  manageable  habitat  that  is  already  in  satisfactory  condition. 

.22  Administrative  Considerations.  Habitat  management  area  boundaries  are 
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established  by  the  District  Manager  to  address  BLM-administered  habitat 
management  needs  and  to  facilitate  the  administration  of  law  enforcement,  visitor 
management,  and  other  administrative  programs  related  to  habitat  management. 
Habitat  management  areas  and  boundaries  should  not  overlap,  except  in  special 
cases  which  require  separate  HMPs  for  aquatic  habitats.  As  HMPs  are  revised  and 
updated,  any  overlap  in  boundaries  should  be  eliminated. 


A.  Areas  of  Reserved  Federal  Mineral  Estate.  Reserved  Federal 
mineral  estate  lands  (private  ownership/federal  minerals)  are  treated  as  other 
non-Federal  surface  lands  within  the  HMP  area.  The  exception  is  that  the  HMP 
must  identify,  for  recommendation  purposes,  general  types  of  mitigating  measures 
and  lease  stipulations  for  surface  land  management  to  protect,  improve,  and 
maintain  wildlife  habitat  components.  The  stipulations  then  can  be  used  in  the 
formulation  of  alternatives  and  mitigating  measures  in  environmental  assessments 
or  impact  statements.  BLM  has  the  responsibility  of  ensuring  that  protection 
measures  are  taken  to  prevent  detrimental  environmental  impacts  on  adjacent 
non-Federal  surface  lands  and  compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

B.  Other  Land  Ownerships.  The  Bureau's  habitat  management 
responsibility  and  HMP  program  applies  only  to  BLM-administered  surface  lands, 
except  as  noted  under  .22A,  above.  Where  other  land  ownerships  are  involved,  the 
HMP  may  include  appropriate  habitat  management  recommendations  and  be  used  as  a 
guide  to  encourage  the  respective  landowner (s)  to  implement  practices  to  improve, 
protect,  and  maintain  wildlife  habitat. 
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.3  Tha  Laraaia  Peak  Habitat  Management  Plan 
.31  Introduction 


.31A  Reasons  for  Preparation 

Preparation  of  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  originates  with  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  responsibility  for  the  balanced  administration  of  the  public  lands 
and  resources  and  their  various  values  so  that  they  are  considered  in  a 
combination  that  will  best  serve  the  needs  of  the  American  people.  This  HMP 
focuses  on  preserving  and  enhancing  bighorn  sheep  populations  on  the  public  lands 
( BLM,  Great  Divide  Resource  Area,  Rawlins,  Wyoming  and  Platte  River  Resource 
Area,  Casper,  Wyoming  - see  Map  2)  intermingled  with  both  private  and  state 
lands,  located  within  and  adjacent  to  the  USFS  Douglas  Ranger  District  (see  Map 
3).  This  management  is  based  upon  the  principles  of  multiple-use  and  sustained 
yield,  an  amalgamation  of  uses  that  takes  into  account  the  long  term  needs  of 
future  generations  for  renewable  and  non-renewable  resources.  As  stated  above, 
improving  and  enhancing  bighorn  sheep  populations  in  the  Laramie  Range  is  the 
principle  reason  guiding  the  preparation  of  this  document.  To  achieve  this  goal, 
the  Bureau  needs  the  cooperation  of  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (WGFD) , 
U.S.  Forest  Service  (USFS),  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  ranchers, 
farmers,  miners,  developers,  adjoining  landowners,  timber  contractors, 
recreationists,  environmental  groups,  and  the  general  public.  The  public  lands 
administered  by  the  Bureau  are  permanent  or  seasonal  habitat  and  crucial  winter 
range  for  over  3,000  species  of  mammals,  birds,  reptiles,  fish,  and  amphibians. 
Managing  the  habitat  for  these  species  for  the  benefit  of  all  citizens  is  a 
complex  task  and  will  require  a 10-15  year  time  span  to  complete.  Appendix  I 
includes  pertinent  documentation,  such  as  newspaper  articles,  letters,  highlights 
of  public  meetings,  etc.,  that  substantiates  the  attitudes  of  the  general  public 
towards  the  aesthetic,  social  and  economic  importance  of  the  bighorn  sheep 
populations  within  this  particular  mountain-foothill  ecosystem. 

Diseases,  predators,  fire  suppression,  decreased  habitat  quality  (e.g.  restricted 
travel  corridors,  overabundance  of  dense  conifer  stands,  lack  of  good  quality 
forage),  competition,  human  encroachment,  and  stress  are  all  factors  that  have 
contributed  to  the  decreased  bighorn  sheep  populations  in  the  Laramie  Range. 
Over  the  years,  the  WGFD,  USFS,  BLM,  environmental  groups  (e.g.  Foundation  for 
North  American  Wild  Sheep),  and  the  general  public  have  expressed  concern  over 
the  low  population  growth  and  recruitment  of  sheep  due  to  these  factors.  These 
sheep  sub-herds  are  presently  located  in  the  Laramie  Range,  north  of  Wyoming 
State  Highway  34,  east  of  Wyoming  State  Highway  487,  and  south  to  south-west  of 
Interstate  Highway  26,  which  is  historically  bighorn  sheep  habitat  (see  Map  4). 

Due  to  the  many  limiting  factors  affecting  the  Laramie  Peak  bighorn  sheep,  these 
sub-herds  are  becoming  more  and  more  isolated  in  nature  (see  Map  5).  Isolation 
in  wildlife  herds  tends  to  decrease  genetic  viability  which  generates  detrimental 
conditions  to  the  population  as  a whole.  In  addition,  many  factors  that  may 
normally  have  a relatively  minor  affect  on  larger,  less  segregated  herds  in 
general  (e.g.  diseases,  reproductive  problems)  may  have  significantly  larger, 
more  detrimental  affects  on  isolated  sub-herds.  At  this  point  in  time,  the 
remaining  bighorn  sheep  herds  are  located  and  managed  within  the  WGFD  Hunt  Area 
19  (see  Map  6)  which  totals  approximately  280  square  miles  of  the  entire  HMP 
Area;  this  area  was  selected  to  accommodate  for  the  different  locations  of  the 
sheep  sub-herds  and  associated  management  practices  (e.g.  it  is  easier  to  manage 
populations  in  1 WGFD  Hunt  Area  versus  a mix  of  areas,  personnel).  If  present 
conditions  continue  to  progress  quid  pro  quo  then  it  is  possible  that  entire  sub- 
herds may  be  obliterated  over  time. 

Although  the  HMP  is  a BLM  document,  the  WGFD,  BLM  and  USFS  developed  a Memorandum 
of  Understanding  (MOU)  that  coordinates  habitat  improvement  projects  to  enhance 
bighorn  sheep  range  in  the  Laramie  Peak  herds.  The  MOU  includes  a list  of 
prioritized  treatment  areas  (15  total)  which  are  the  most  likely  to  benefit  the 
sheep  populations.  A Technical  Committee  was  then  formed  to  coordinate  projects. 
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discuss  concerns,  and  view  specific  areas  of  interest  to  sheep  management. 
Appendix  I contains  a copy  of  that  MOU. 

Over  the  years,  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep,  permitees, 
sportspeople,  hunters,  and  the  general  public  have  met  with  the  agencies  listed 
above  and  have  established  a need  for  management  of  bighorn  sheep  in  the  Laramie 
Peak  Range.  The  Technical  Committee  and  interested  parties  selected  15  sites  to 
be  managed  for  sheep  habitat  enhancement.  Each  area  will  have  a site-specific 
Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  planned,  implemented  and  monitored.  One  site- 
specific  EA  which  has  been  completed,  the  Split  Rock  Project  (EA  No.  WY037-EA0- 
038,  signed  Feb.  23,  1993,  see  Appendix  X)  has  been  in  effect  for  over  a year  and 
is  presently  waiting  for  burn  prescriptions  to  ensue.  Planned  actions  to  be  used 
in  the  site-specific  project  areas  required  to  facilitate  the  objectives  and  the 
overall  goal  of  the  HMP  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  prescribed  burns,  small- 
scale  tree-felling  treatments,  water  developments,  fertilization  and  herbicide 
treatments,  small  commercial  logging  practices,  and  general  wildlife  management 
practices . 

Since  the  passage  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  in  1976, 
considerable  progress  has  been  made  in  improving  management  of  the  public  lands 
for  wildlife  and  fisheries.  Although  some  species  have  significantly  increased 
in  population  sizes  (e.g.  elk,  antelope),  others  have  remained  fairly  stable  or 
reflect  a decline  in  population  numbers — including  bighorn  sheep.  In  addition, 
over  the  next  decade,  the  U.S.  population  is  expected  to  increase  about  7 percent 
with  a strong  shift  towards  the  West  and  South;  this  will  create  yet  a greater 
demand  for  natural  resources  which  will  result  in  a greater  impact  on  bighorn 
sheep  populations  and  their  associated  habitats.  A Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP) 
is  designed  to  improve  particular  wildlife  or  plant  species  population  levels, 
through  the  use  of  comprehensive  plans  (as  provided  for  in  Title  II,  Secs. 
202(a)(2)  and  (b)  of  the  Sikes  Act),  and  are  prepared  and  implemented  to 
concentrate  on  priority  species  and  their  habitats  (see  Sec.  .01-. 22).  This  HMP 
focuses  on  the  population  levels  and  viability  of  bighorn  sheep  populations, 
relative  to  the  social  and  economic  needs  of  the  general  public,  habitat 
sustenance  capability,  and  multiple-use  management  objectives  for  the  area 
concerned. 


.31B  Ecosystem  Description 

The  Laramie  Peak  HMP  encompasses  approximately  2,045,300  acres  and  is  located  in 
R.  68  W.  - R.  78  W.,  T.  19  N.  - T.  33  N.  (see  Map  1).  The  area  is  within  two  (2) 
BLM  Districts,  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  (GDRA)  and  Platte  River  Resource 
Area  (PRRA)  and  is  managed  under  both  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  Resource 
Management  Plan  (GDRA  RMP,  signed  Nov.  1990)  and  the  Platte  River  Resource 
Management  Plan  (PR  RMP,  signed  July,  1985).  The  area  also  included  USFS  lands 
and  State  lands  as  well.  The  isolated  populations  of  sheep  herds  are  located  in 
an  area  that  is  approximately  180,000  acres  (280  square  miles)  within  the  HMP 
Area. 

The  planning  area  contains  many  diverse  wildlife  habitat  types  that  have  unique 
vegetative  composition  and  structure  to  support  specific  wildlife  communities. 
The  HMP  habitat  types  can  be  grouped  into  eleven  (11)  major  vegetative  types: 
grass,  meadow/riparian,  sagebrush,  greasewood,  saltbush,  mountain  shrub, 
broadleaf  trees,  conifer,  juniper,  rockland,  and  barren.  Appendix  II  lists  the 
precipitation  zones,  the  major  range  sites,  and  the  common  plant  species  within 
each  vegetative  type.  The  diversity  of  habitat  types  include  renewable  and  non- 
renewable resources  for  recreation,  range,  forest,  minerals,  watershed,  fish  and 
wildlife,  wilderness  and  natural,  scenic,  scientific,  educational,  and  cultural 
values.  In  addition,  a complete  list  of  fish,  mammals,  birds,  reptiles,  and 
amphibians,  as  well  as  threatened  and  endangered  species,  is  included  in  Appendix 
III.  There  are  also  numerous  invertebrates  within  the  HMP  Area,  but  a complete 
list  of  specific  Bpecies  is  not  available  at  this  time. 

.31B.1  Bighorn  Sheep  Population  Dynamics 
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The  purpose  of  this  HMP  is  to  provide  a mechanism  to  improve  and  enhance  bighorn 
sheep  populations  in  the  Laramie  Range  within  the  HMP  Area.  The  planned  actions 
that  will  be  used  to  reach  the  objectives  and  goal  of  the  HMP  are  to  plan, 
implement,  and  monitor  activities  in  15  different  locations  utilizing  a diversity 
of  actions.  There  are  several  bighorn  sheep  sub-herds  located  within  the  HMP 
Area  that  basically  outline  the  diverse  site-specific  project  areas  that  require 
habitat  enhancement  (see  Map  7).  Due  to  specific  population  dynamics,  these 
areas  are  prioritized  according  to  immediate  and  future  needs.  The  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  types  are  also  described  in  this  section.  Historical  activities  that 
affect  the  current  population  attributes  must  be  considered  to  understand  how  and 
why  these  sub-herds  have  become  both  naturally  and  physically  isolated. 
Population  objectives  determined  by  the  WGFD  and  the  modeling  techniques  used  to 
obtain  data  must  also  be  considered  for  this  HMP,  especially  since  these  herds 
are  both  isolated  and  dispersed,  are  located  in  rugged  terrain/habitat,  and  are 
difficult  to  observe  and  monitor  at  times.  Hunter/harvest  statistics,  as 
determined  by  the  WGFD,  are  described  since  these  animals  are  an  important 
social,  aesthetic,  and  economic  species  for  many  local  Wyoming,  as  well  as  out- 
of-state,  residents  (see  Appendix  I). 

•318.1. a Bighorn  Sheep  Sub-Herd  Locations  Within  the  HMP  Area 

Historical  records  show  that  sheep  were  once  abundant  in  the  HMP  Area.  As  human 
activity  increased  within  the  past  100  years,  these  sheep  were  locally  extirpated 
although  small,  localized  concentrations  of  herds  appeared  to  remain  scattered 
throughout  the  Laramie  Range.  Additional  sheep  were  then  reintroduced  via 
several  small  transplants.  Today,  sheep  are  presently  contained  within  the 
Marshall,  LaBonte  Canyon,  Black  Mountain,  Fletcher  Park,  Duck  Creek,  and  Upper 
North  Laramie  Herds.  The  smaller  sub-populations  of  these  six  (6)  herds  exist 
around  Sellers  Mountain,  the  North  Laramie  River  and  Bearhead  Mountain;  LaBonte 
Canyon  and  upper  Horseshoe  Creek;  Laramie  Peak,  Albany  Peak  and  Cottonwood  Creek; 
Marshall;  lower  North  Laramie  River  and  Johnson  Mountain;  and  Sybille  Canyon  (see 
Map  5).  The  largest  portion  of  the  bighorn  sheep  herd  is  centered  around  steep 
rocky  cliffs  and  outcrops  of  the  Laramie  Peak  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Area 
in  the  Laramie  Range. 

There  app>ears  to  be  limited  amounts  of  seasonal  movements  between  these  sub- 
herds, but  the  majority  of  this  is  confined  to  the  northern  portion  of  the  sheep 
range.  Interchange  of  sheep  between  southern  sub-populations  appears  to  be 
limited  at  this  time,  however,  there  have  been  some  rams  located  outside  of  the 
main  sub-herds  in  recent  years.  It  should  be  noted  that  additional  sheep 
sometimes  occur  outside  of  these  herds  in  the  Iron  Mountain  area. 

Although  there  have  been  numerous  sheep  transplants  throughout  the  decades,  the 
last  transplant  that  did  occur  was  in  January  of  1989  in  the  Marshall  area.  A 
total  of  20  sheep  were  trapped  on  the  Whiskey  Mountain  Winter  Range  (BLM  Ridge) 
and  transplanted  to  the  Marshall  area.  These  sheep  were  released  behind  the  Jim 
Robbin's  Ranch  which  is  legally  located  in  R.  75  W. , T.  27  N. , Sec.  5,  NWSE. 
These  particular  sheep  were  ear  tagged. 

.31B.l.b  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat  Types 

The  habitat  requirements  for  bighorn  sheep  seem  to  be  keyed  to  good  foraging 
sites  near  escape  cover  (rough  terrain).  Research  haB  shown  that  bighorns  prefer 
open  grassy  ridgetops,  slopes,  or  benches  within  100  meters  of  rocky  outcrops, 
precipitous  cliffs,  or  steep  rocky  slopes.  Habitat  typ>es  most  commonly  used  are 
rockland,  upland  meadows,  sagebrush-mixed  grass,  big  sagebrush-rabbitbrush,  and 
mountain  shrub.  These  habitats  provide  forbs  and  grasses,  the  major  components 
in  bighorns'  diet  from  late  fall  to  early  summer. 

Sagebrush,  rabbitbrush,  and  bitterbrush  are  the  principal  winter  browse  species 
that  become  especially  important  during  periods  of  deep  snow.  Bighorn  sheep  in 
the  Seminoe  Mountains  to  the  west  utilize  yellow  alfalfa  in  their  summer  and  fall 
diets  as  well;  the  sheep  of  the  Laramie  Range  probably  do  the  same  when  given  the 
opportunity. 
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Good  quality  habitat  does  exist  generally  throughout  the  range,  but  the  amount 
is  limited,  and  indications  are  that  the  relative  abundance  of  bighorn  sheep  in 
the  population  levels  (WGFD,  188  sheep  in  1992  dropped  from  a five  year  average 
of  216  sheep  from  1988-1992)  reflects  a decrease  in  habitat  availability.  Poor 
habitat  quality  in  the  Laramie  Range  may  be  the  ultimate  cause  of  population 
declines  since  the  early  1980's.  Since  habitat  quantity  and  quality  play  such 
a vital  role  in  the  overall  success  in  the  sheep  populations,  it  may  be 
beneficial  if  the  USFS  and  the  BLM  revise  allotment  management  plans  in  the  area; 
livestock-sheep  conflicts  over  habitat,  as  well  as  depleted  conditions  of 
habitat,  are  known  to  occur  which  puts  additional  stress  on  the  population. 

Relative  to  bighorn  sheep  habitat  types,  it  should  be  noted  that  due  to  the 
ruggedness  of  the  terrain,  weather  conditions,  and  scattered  distribution  and 
mobility  of  the  sub-herds,  data  is  often  difficult  to  collect.  The  habitat  is 
remote  and  often  data  must  be  collected  via  aerial  surveys  and  ground  truthing, 
which  is  not  always  feasible  in  some  localities  and  conditions.  The  inability 
to  collect  adequate  population  data  due  to  the  remoteness  and  terrain  often  leads 
to  difficulties  in  modeling  the  sub-herds. 

•31B.1.C  Historical  Activities  Affecting  Current  Bighorn  Sheep 
Populations 

There  are  numerous  activities  that  are  affecting  the  sheep  populations  in  the 
Laramie  Range.  The  most  serious  problem  facing  bighorn  sheep  today  is  a lack  of 
suitable  habitat  for  foraging,  resting,  parturition,  and  wintering  — the 
majority  of  this  is  due  to  increased  forest  succession.  Other  activities  that 
supplement  pressures  on  these  herds  are  due  to  human  encroachment,  recreation 
activities  on  crucial  ranges  and  overgrazing  by  livestock.  Fire  suppression  in 
the  area  has  generally  allowed  for  unnatural  forest  succession  and  associated 
decrease  in  early  successional  habitats  (e.g.  mountain  meadows).  In  addition, 
numerous  acreages  of  forests  with  diseased/dead  trees  (mountain  pine  beetle)  are 
still  standing,  which,  under  normal  fire  conditions,  would  have  been  opened  up 
and  naturally  subsided  towards  early  successional  habitats. 

Fire  suppression  over  the  past  century  has  had  a negative  impact  on  the 
vegetation  condition  (browse/forage  viability)  in  both  the  crucial  winter  range 
as  well  as  the  fall,  spring,  and  summer  habitats.  Habitats  that  were  once  a 
mosaic  of  varying  age  classes  currently  have  numerous  and  large  stands  of 
decadent  and  or  dead  mountain  pine  beetle  killed  trees.  Due  to  these  large 
stands,  any  wildfires  in  such  areas,  at  this  time,  has  the  ability  to  be  vast  in 
size  and  scope.  It  is  difficult  to  predict  the  outcomes  of  any  such  events, 
however,  if  the  fires  are  too  extensive  then  irreplaceable  damage  may  occur  to 
the  soils  and  vegetation.  Smaller,  more  controlled  burns  can  avoid  undesirable 
damage  to  both  the  soils  and  vegetation,  will  recover  the  diversity  and  viability 
of  stands  and  mountain  meadows,  and  may  be  beneficial  to  bighorn  sheep  and  other 
wildlife  in  the  area. 

Historically,  two  (2)  large  wildfires  burned  near  Collins  Peak  and  Three  Cripples 
Creek  in  1986.  These  fires  removed  extensive  areas  of  ponderosa  pine  forest  near 
escape  areas  used  by  sheep.  Four  (4)  other  fires  have  occurred  in  the  HMP  area 
since  the  1970s  near  Government  Peak,  Duck  Creek,  Bearhead  Mountain,  and  Sheep 
Mountain.  Today,  all  these  areas  are  utilized  by  bighorn  sheep.  It  is  basically 
these  types  of  events,  in  a controlled  manner,  that  the  planned  actions  of  the 
HMP  is  attempting  to  replicate. 

.31B.l.d  Population  Ob~iective/Modelina  for  Biohorn  Sheep  Herds 

The  postseason  population  WGFD  objective  for  the  Laramie  Peak  bighorn  sheep  herd 
is  500  animals.  The  WGFD  uses  a POP-II  model  for  estimating  population  numbers. 
Difficulties  derived  from  inadequate  samples,  ruggedness/remoteness  of  the 
terrain,  and  unequitable  sample  sizes  and  coverage  confounded  modeling  attempts 
for  1993  (latest  data  published).  This  model  does  include  "harvests"  on  lambs 
to  account  for  higher  age-specif ic  mortality  occurring  after  preseason 
classifications  and  to  better  align  the  model. 
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Present  model  simulations  estimate  a total  of  173  sheep  for  the  1993  postseason 
Laramie  Peak  population.  There  appears  to  be  a declining  trend  in  population 
numbers  since  the  1970' s/1980 ' s . The  average  herd  size  from  1988  - 1992  was  218 
sheep.  The  1992  herd  size  estimate  was  188  sheep.  The  1993  estimate  of  173 
sheep  therefore  reflects  a 16%  decline  in  the  population  from  the  1989-1993 
period.  The  1994  season  for  the  Laramie  Peak  bighorn  sheep  herd  prescribed  four 
(4)  licenses  (the  same  number  as  1987). 

The  POP-II  model  assumes  no  natural  mortality  occurs  during  the  hunting  season 
from  September  1 - October  31.  Significant  lamb  mortality  appears  to  occur  after 
the  prehunt  data  are  collected  and  prior  to  posthunt  data  collection.  High  lamb 
mortality  has  been  noted  for  the  Laramie  Peak  herds  in  1986,  1989,  1990  and  1992, 
specifically  in  late  summer  and  fall.  These  losses  may  be  from  poor  nutrition 
and  diseases. 

In  1993,  only  37  different  sheep  were  classified  in  preseason  surveys.  This  did 
not  meet  the  required  80%  confidence  level  sample  size  of  162  sheep.  Difficulties 
in  sampling  due  to  terrain,  decrease  use  of  helicopters,  decreased  manpower, 
scattered  sub-herds  and  weather  did  not  allow  for  adequate  sampling  to  occur  in 


Postseason  classifications  showed  ratios  of  12  rams/100  ewes/21  lambs  for  1992 
compared  to  26  rams/100  ewes/46  lambs  in  1991.  Ramiewe  ratios  have  averaged  about 
60/100  from  1988  - 1990,  in  1992  the  ratios  were  averaging  19/100.  It  should  be 
noted  that  there  were  only  3 rams  observed  in  1992  and  in  general,  ram/ewe  ratios 
tend  to  underestimate  the  true  proportions.  Although  rams  are  difficult  to 
account  for,  the  declining  trend  in  the  proportion  of  yearling  rams  observed  in 
postseason  classifications  is  consistent  with  poor  lamb  recruitment.  A ratio  of 
40  rams/100  ewes  was  obtained  during  the  1993  preseason  classification. 

The  1992  postseason  classification  showed  a ratio  of  21  lambs/100  ewes  as 
compared  to  the  1991  ratio  of  46  lambs/100  ewes.  The  1993  preseason 
classification  showed  45  lambs/100  ewes,  however,  this  was  calculated  prior  to 
the  typical  lamb  mortality  period.  There  appears  to  have  been  a better 
recruitment  of  lambs  in  1993  versus  previous  years.  The  1991  ratio  has  been  the 
highest  observed  since  1988  ( WGFD , 1994). 

Poor  nutrition  affecting  lactating  ewes  with  lambs  has  been  hypothesized  as  a 
factor  affecting  lamb  survival  in  the  Laramie  Range.  Results  from  the  Laramie 
Peak  Bighorn  Sheep  Study  indicate  that  lamb  production  and  survival  were  higher 
in  the  North  Laramie  River  subherd  than  in  other  intensively  monitored  subherds 
due  to  the  availability  of  higher  quality  diet.  Displacement  of  ewes  with  lambs 
from  riparian  zones  when  cattle  were  present  has  also  be  observed  (Hengel  et  al., 
1993).  Forage  quality  reductions  are  known  to  cause  simultaneous  reductions  in 
milk  productions  as  well;  in  addition  to  these  factors,  stress  and  lack  of 
sufficient  habitat  predispose  sheep,  especially  ewes  and  lambs,  to  diseases, 
predators,  and  low  winter  survivability. 

Based  on  casual  observations  from  local  residents,  outfitters,  sheep  hunters  and 
agency  personnel,  the  population  levels  of  bighorn  sheep  in  the  Laramie  Range 
appear  to  be  declining  since  the  1970 ' s/1980 ' s . In  general,  the  population 
appears  to  have  undergone  a significant  decline  from  1982  to  1986.  Young  rams 
also  appear  to  be  decreasing  in  population  size,  and  there  appears  to  be  a 
reduction  in  lamb  recruitment  as  well.  Harvest  of  rams  has  decreased  over  this 
time  period.  Confidence  in  the  model  used  to  estimate  population  levels  is  low; 
it  is  possible  that  the  population  could  be  larger  than  is  currently  estimated 
even  if  observed  trends  are  accurate  (WGFD,  1994). 

.31B.l.e  Harvest/Hunter  Statistics  for  Bighorn  Sheep 

The  1992  and  1993  hunting  season  allowed  for  4 bighorn  sheep  ram  licenses,  and 
in  each  year  only  1 ram  was  harvested.  The  1988-1992  period  averaged  a 2 ram 
harvest.  Rams  appear  to  be  difficult  to  locate  according  to  the  statistical 
results  and  reports  from  the  local  people.  The  WGFD  states  that  there  is  an 
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adequate  population  to  support  the  4 license  target,  yet  due  to  the  trend  in  the 
overall  decline  of  the  population,  consecutive  years  of  low  lamb  recruitment,  and 
higher  non-hunting  mortality  of  sheep,  additional  tags  are  not  warranted  at  this 
time.  It  should  be  noted  that  from  1979  to  1983,  8 licenses  were  available  and 
7 rams  were  harvested  in  1983. 

Hunter  success  rate  for  both  1992  and  1993  was  25%.  Four  (4)  hunters 
participated  in  the  1993  hunt.  The  1990  success  rate  was  50%  and  the  1991 
success  rate  was  75%.  The  1993  season  averaged  63  recreation  days  per  harvested 
sheep  versus  41  recreation  days  per  harvested  sheep  in  1992;  obviously  this  shows 
that  there  is  currently  a greater  effort  to  harvest  sheep  than  in  previous  years. 
Days  per  animal  have  been  averaging  59  over  the  1989-1993  period  (WGFD,  1994). 

Other  Fish  and  Wildlife  Species/Seasonal  Occurrence  by  Habitat 

Types 


There  are  numerous  other  species  of  wildlife  in  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  area  that 
include  both  large  ungulates,  smaller  species  and  their  associated  predators. 
Big  game  species  occupy  broad  landscapes  and  require  diverse  plant  communities 
in  fulfilling  yearlong  habitat  requirements.  Managing  resources  to  preserve  and 
conserve  large  ungulate  species  such  as  bighorn  sheep  must  utilize  an  ecosystem 
approach  and  can  aid  in  the  conservation  of  other  wildlife  species  as  well.  In 
completing  the  objectives  of  the  HMP,  the  plant  communities  (forage  and  cover  in 
high  priority  habitat  types)  can  be  restored,  maintained,  and  improved  to  sustain 
viable  big  game  populations  and  subsequently  small  game  and  other  wildlife 
species.  In  addition  to  sustaining  a diversity  of  species,  population  abundance 
levels  can  be  maintained  to  meet  both  wildlife  population  requirements,  as  well 
as,  the  social,  economic  and  ecological  demands  of  the  general  public. 

Ecosystem  management  for  big  game  wildlife  resources  is  more  complicated  than  the 
management  of  other  renewable  resources  due  to  the  mobile  nature  and  fluctuation 
in  numbers  of  big  game  through  time  under  normal  climatic  conditions.  Addressing 
the  requirements  to  improve  the  health  of  bighorn  sheep  populations  concurrently 
addresses  overall  biological  diversity  (via  an  HMP  approach);  this  occurs  on  an 
ecosystem  level  and  will  require  the  cooperation  of  State  and  Federal  agencies, 
other  landowners,  and  the  general  public.  Site-specific  Proposed  Project  Area 
EAs  that  are  planned  and  implemented  over  a longer  time  span  (i.e.  15  projects 
over  10-15  years)  will  enable  wildlife  habitat  managers  to  properly  ascertain 
specific  needed  requirements  and  actions  — many  of  which  will  diverge  over  time 
as  populations  increase/decrease  in  size. 

Appendix  IV  contains  numerous  maps  portraying  the  crucial  winter  ranges  for  large 
ungulates,  as  well  as  WGFD  Hunt  Areas,  for  both  BLM  Resource  Areas.  Appendix  V 
shows  the  breeding/nesting  habitat  areas  for  sage  grouse  and  crucial  winter 
habitat  for  turkeys.  In  addition,  there  are  some  larger  predators  in  the  area 
as  well  that  are  included  in  Appendix  VI,  along  with  associated  WGFD  Hunt  Areas. 
These  predators  play  a critical  role  in  the  development  and  mortality  rates  of 
ungulates,  small  game,  and  birds  within  specified  habitats  of  the  HMP  Area. 

.31B.2.a  Bio  Game  Habitat  Types 

The  HMP  area  is  relatively  large  and  provides  summer,  winter/yearlong,  and 
crucial  winter  range  for  numerous  species.  The  Great  Divide  Resource  Area 
portion  of  the  HMP  area  includes  approximately  15,400  acres  of  elk  crucial  winter 
range,  10,400  acres  of  mule  deer  crucial  winter  range,  7,100  acres  of  antelope 
crucial  winter  range,  11,520  acres  of  bighorn  sheep  crucial  winter  range,  and 
49,700  acres  (15  leks)  of  sage  grouse  nesting  areas.  At  this  time,  the  exact 
acreage  for  big  game  crucial  winter  ranges  is  not  known  for  the  Platte  River  RA 
portion  of  the  HMP,  but  there  are  only  two  (2)  full  and  three  (3)  partial 
projects  in  the  PRRA,  therefore  acreage  determination  can  be  addressed  in 
individual  EAs  for  that  area. 

The  Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area  provides  summer,  winter/yearlong,  and  crucial  winter 
range  for  approximately  3,140  elk.  Elk  require  a combination  of  feeding  sites 
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(upland  meadow,  sagebrush- mixed  grass,  and  mountain  shrub),  security,  and  thermal 
cover  (aspen  and  conifer  woodlands).  During  the  summer,  elk  tend  to  use  the 
higher  elevation  woodland  types  for  security  and  thermal  cover,  and  the  upland 
meadows  and  sagebrush-mixed  grass  sites  for  forage.  Elk  concentrate  on  the  lower 
elevation  crucial  winter  ranges  during  periods  of  severe  weather.  Livestock 
grazing  can  conflict  with  elk  management,  depending  on  its  intensity.  The  1993 
harvest  for  WGFD  Hunt  Areas  7,  19,  and  20  (HMP  Area)  was  700  elk  (51%  success 
rate);  the  WGFD  objective  for  elk  in  this  area  is  2,550  animals. 

Mule  deer  are  also  distributed  throughout  the  seasonal  ranges  in  the  Laramie  Peak 
HMP  Area.  In  general,  mule  deer  prefer  habitat  types  that  are  in  the  early 
stages  of  plant  succession  and  contain  a large  quantity  of  shrubs.  Mule  deer  use 
the  woody  riparian,  shrublands,  juniper  woodland,  and  aspen  woodland  habitat 
types  extensively  during  spring,  summer,  and  fall.  These  types  provide  adequate 
forage  areas  with  security  cover,  as  well  as  cover  for  fawning  and  succulent 
vegetation  for  lactating  females.  Mule  deer  tend  to  winter  at  lower  elevations 
in  the  juniper  and  limber  pine  woodland,  big  sagebrush-rabbitbrush,  bitterbrush- 
sagebrush steppe,  and  riparian  habitat  types.  White-tailed  deer  utilize  the 
low-waterbirch  and  cottonwood  habitat  types  along  the  major  creeks  and  rivers. 
Population  numbers  (1992)  for  mule  deer  and  white-tailed  deer  in  the  HMP  Area 
were  calculated  from  an  approximation  of  combined  numbers  from  WGFD  Hunt  Areas 
64  and  73  (approx.  90%),  Hunt  Area  70  (approx.  50%),  Hunt  Areas  66-69  (approx. 
75%),  and  Hunt  Area  65  (approx.  95%)  and  are  estimated  at  39,  452  deer.  The  WGFD 
objective  for  deer  in  the  HMP  Area  is  41,500  animals. 

Pronghorn  antelope  are  the  most  abundant  and  visible  big  game  species  in  the  HMP 
Area.  Antelope  inhabit  open  rangelands  with  a wide  variety  of  habitat  types 
rather  than  a monotypic  vegetation  community.  These  types  tend  to  have  a high 
density  of  grass,  forbs,  and  shrubs  (particularly  sagebrush)  that  produce  an 
abundance  of  succulent  vegetation.  Population  numbers  for  pronghorn  antelope 
were  calculated  using  the  combined  approximation  from  WGFD  Hunt  Areas  31-33 
(approx.  95%),  Hunt  Areas  30  and  103,  Hunt  Areas  41,  42  and  47  (approx.  90%),  and 
Hunt  Areas  38,  39,  40  and  104  (approx.  25%)  and  are  estimated  at  35,270  antelope. 
The  WGFD  objective  for  this  area  is  40,750  antelope. 

.31B.2.b  Upland  Game  Bird  Habitat  Types 

There  are  three  (3)  types  of  upland  game  birds  that  inhabit  the  HMP  Area 
ecosystem.  These  birds  include  wild  turkey,  sage  grouse,  and  blue  grouse. 
Upland  game  birds  are  chicken-like  in  appearance,  live  on  dry  ground  near  water, 
and  usually  do  not  migrate,  but  adapt  to  seasonal  changes.  Appendix  V describes 
sage  grouse  breeding/nesting  areas  and  turkey  crucial  winter  areas  in  the  GDRA 
and  PRRA  locations. 

Sage  grouse  are  the  most  common  and  widespread  game  bird  in  the  HMP  Area, 
although  population  levels  at  this  time  are  questionable  (see  Appendix  V).  A 
complete  list  of  the  location  and  status  of  both  active  and  historical  strutting 
grounds  is  available  at  both  the  BLM  Platte  River  Resource  Area  in  Casper, 
Wyoming  and  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  in  Rawlins,  Wyoming.  During  the 
spring,  sage  grouse  concentrate  on  traditional  strutting  grounds  for  courtship 
and  breeding;  these  are  located  in  openings  where  adjacent  canopy  averages  at 
least  32%.  These  birds  nest  under  sagebrush  on  drier  sites,  however  they  tend 
to  avoid  large  stands  of  dense  sagebrush;  the  majority  of  these  nests  are  located 
within  2 miles  of  the  strutting  grounds.  Water  can  be  a habitat-limiting  factor 
to  these  populations  since  grouse  tend  to  stay  within  1.5  miles  of  water  during 
warm,  dry  summer  periods,  and  riparian  areas  are  used  by  hens  in  the  spring  and 
summer.  Appendix  VIII  provides  protection  measures  for  sage  grouse  wintering 
areas.  Livestock  grazing,  sagebrush  spraying  and  conversion  practices, 
disturbance  of  nesting  hens,  mineral  exploration-surface  disturbance,  failure  and 
or  abandonment  of  key  water  projects  in  dry  areas,  and  de-watering  of  lower 
sections  of  the  HMP  Area  are  all  factors  that  contribute  in  one  form  or  another 
to  the  decrease  in  sage  grouse  populations  in  parts  of  Wyoming. 

There  are  some  populations  of  blue  grouse  within  the  HMP  Area  since  this  species 
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is  associated  with  forest  fringes  within  the  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest.  These 
birds  prefer  habitat  sites  that  include  mountain  shrubland;  aspen-conifer, 
quaking  aspen,  and  limber  pine  woodland;  lodgepole  pine  and  ponderosa  pine- 
Douglas  fir  forest,  logging  slash,  burned  over  timberland,  and  sub-alpine 
clearings.  The  optimum  habitat  for  blue  grouse  is  aspen  meadows  intermixed  with 
unevenly  aged  conifer  stands.  The  edges  between  these  types  and  small  riparian 
areas  within  these  types  are  especially  preferred.  Breeding,  nesting,  and  brood- 
rearing areas  are  typically  in  the  edge  areas.  Fire  and  timber  harvesting 
operations  can  damage  or  destroy  blue  grouse  habitat.  These  activities  can  also 
have  beneficial  effects  if  proper  vegetative  structure  and  diversity  are  created 
or  restored  as  a result  of  the  activity. 

Extirpated  from  most  of  its  original  range,  the  wild  turkey  has  been  widely 
reintroduced  and  does  occur  within  the  HMP  Area.  This  species  inhabits  open 
woodland,  meadows,  and  forest  clearings.  Turkeys  usually  roost  in  trees  at 
night.  Habitats  that  provide  acorns,  fruit  and  seeds  are  preferred  by  the 
turkey.  Crucial  winter  habitat  within  the  HMP  Area  encompasses  open  timberland, 
mountain  forest,  logged  areas,  and  open  prairies  where  food  is  available  during 
the  colder  winter  months  (see  Appendix  V). 

•31B.2.C  Raptor  Habitat  Types 

At  this  time,  there  are  not  any  defined  raptor  concentration  sites  within  the  HMP 
Area,  however,  raptors  do  use  the  habitats  along  the  rivers,  cliffs,  rocky 
outcrops  and  open  areas.  Due  to  protection  measures,  a map  depicting  raptor  nest 
locations  will  not  be  displayed  in  this  HMP  document.  Raptors  (birds  of  prey) 
found  throughout  the  HMP  Area  include  eagles,  falcons,  hawks,  harriers,  and  owls. 
Since  these  species  occupy  an  ecological  position  at  the  top  of  the  food  chain, 
they  can  act  as  biological  indicators  of  environmental  quality.  A complete  list 
of  raptor  species  can  be  obtained  at  the  GDRA  in  Rawlins,  Wyoming  (see  Appendix 
III).  Two  species,  the  peregrine  falcon  and  the  bald  eagle,  are  listed  as 
endangered  by  the  USFWS  (at  this  time  the  bald  eagle  is  considered  for  down- 
listing to  "threatened").  The  ferruginous  hawk  is  a "category  2 candidate" 
species  on  the  USFWS  list  of  candidate  species  for  threatened  or  endangered 
status . 

Most  raptor  species  have  specific  nest  site  requirements  such  as  nesting  strata, 
availability  of  prey  base,  and  freedom  from  nest  site  disturbance.  The  nesting- 
reproductive  season  is  considered  to  be  the  most  critical  period  in  the  raptor 
life  style  since  it  determines  population  productivity,  short-term  diversity,  and 
long-term  trends.  Raptors  will  often  concentrate  their  nests  along  cliffs  or 
other  formations  and  use  these  areas  for  nesting  year  after  year.  The  greatest 
impact  on  raptor  production  and  population  trends  is  human  disturbance  at  the 
nest  site  during  critical  periods  (incubation  is  the  most  critical  period). 

.31B.2.d  Waterfowl.  Shorebirds,  Neotropical  Migratory  Bird  Habitat 
Types 

Appendix  III  contains  a list  of  common  and  threatened/endangered  species  of 
waterfowl,  shorebirds,  and  neotropical  migratory  birds.  The  abundance  of 
waterfowl/shorebird  species  varies  from  year  to  year  depending  on  availability 
of  water  resources  in  the  HMP  Area.  Wetland-riparian  habitat,  such  as  natural 
streams,  lakes,  and  ponds,  as  well  as  constructed  reservoirs,  provide  nesting  and 
brood-rearing  habitat  for  numerous  species  of  ducks,  geese,  and  shorebirds. 
Heavy  grazing  can  be  a problem  (e.g.  trampling,  removal  of  nesting  cover)  in  the 
majority  of  the  riparian  zones  of  streams,  lakes,  and  reservoirs  - major  habitats 
needed  by  these  species. 

Numerous  species  of  neotropical  migratory  birds  (songbirds)  occupy  various 
habitats  throughout  the  HMP  Area.  Usually,  the  highest  number  of  species  of 
songbirds  are  found  in  woody  riparian  habitats,  especially  where  this  habitat 
interfaces  with  sagebrush-steppe  and  coniferous  habitats.  Most  nongame  birds  are 
migratory;  they  begin  arriving  to  the  HMP  Area  in  mid-March  and  normally  are  gone 
by  late  September. 
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.31B.2.e  Predator  and  Trophy  Game  Habitat  Type 

The  diversity  of  habitat  types  within  the  HMP  Area  create  numerous  niches  for 
furbearers,  predators,  and  trophy  game  that  affect  ungulate  and  small  wildlife 
populations  in  the  ecosystem.  The  main  furbearer  species  trapped  for  commercial 
purposes  within  the  HMP  Area  include  the  coyote,  red  fox,  bobcat,  mink,  beaver, 
and  badger.  Historically,  bobcat  and  coyote  have  been  heavily  exploited  due  to 
increased  fur  prices,  although  currently  these  prices  have  dropped  in  value. 
Black  bears  and  mountain  lions  are  considered  trophy  animals  in  the  state  of 
Wyoming.  Calculations  from  the  WGFD  state  that  in  1992  11  black  bear  and  18 
mountain  lions  were  harvested  in  the  HMP  Area.  Appendix  VI  shows  the  general 
location  of  predator  habitat  included  in  the  WGFD  Hunt  Areas  in  the  HMP  Area. 

Beaver  are  found  in  many  perennial  streams  in  addition  to  ponds  and  lakes.  The 
preferred  habitat  will  usually  contain  willows  and/or  aspen  species  associated 
with  forest  fringes  and  willow-riparian  areas.  Black  bear  usually  inhabit  the 
forest  fringes  and  riparian  areas  within  the  HMP  Area  as  well.  In  Wyoming, 
mountain  lions  prefer  habitats  that  contain  conifer  woodlands  and  juniper, 
mountain  shrub,  and  rockland  habitat  types. 

. 31B. 2 . f Riparian  Areas  - Fisheries,  Reptiles.  Amphibians  Habitat 
Types 

The  Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area  contains  numerous  streams,  creeks,  and  riparian 
drainages  that  must  be  managed  to  achieve  a healthy  and  productive  habitat  for 
wildlife,  including  fish,  reptiles,  and  amphibians.  Riparian  areas  include 
intermittent,  perennial,  and  ephemeral  watersheds.  Although  the  riparian 
habitats  make  up  less  than  1%  of  the  public  land  in  the  HMP  Area,  they  are  often 
the  most  heavily  favored  habitats  by  livestock  and  wildlife.  Riparian  areas, 
which  are  directly  associated  with  and  dependent  upon  localized  availability  of 
water,  produce  large  quantities  and  excellent  quality  of  forage  in  relatively 
small  areas;  these  areas  tend  to  get  "hammered”  under  high  use  conditions.  An 
HMP  approach  to  livestock/wildlife/riparian  habitat  conflicts  can  mitigate 
negative  impacts  that  have  accrued  with  continual,  unchecked  use  of  these 
critical  areas. 

The  waters  within  the  HMP  Area  have  not  been  presently  mapped  into  standard 
habitat  types  in  the  USFWS's  National  Wetland  Inventory.  Many  fish,  reptiles, 
and  amphibians  are  totally  dependent  upon  the  open  water  habitats,  and  these 
habitats  are  extremely  sensitive  to  human  disturbance.  Game  fish  species  are 
limited  by  harsh  and  variable  climatic  conditions,  watershed  conditions  (range 
from  poor  to  excellent,  up-stream  water  quality  factors)  and  overall  limited 
habitat  requirements  (e.g.  lack  of  woody  riparian  vegetation).  Several  species 
of  amphibians  (frogs,  toads,  salamanders),  reptiles  (turtles,  lizards,  snakes) 
and  fish  inhabit  the  many  perennial  streams  throughout  the  HMP  Area.  The 
relatively  short  summers  and  long,  cold  spells  through  mid-spring  make 
environmental  conditions  too  harsh  too  support  a wide  variety  of  reptiles  and 
amphibians.  The  presence  or  absence  of  beaver  ponds  is  perhaps  the  major  factor 
determining  habitat  quality  of  streams  in  the  HMP  Area.  A list  of  species 
occurring  in  the  HMP  Area  for  both  common  and  threatened/endangered  fish, 
reptiles,  and  amphibians  is  found  in  Appendix  III. 


.3 1C  Relevant  Constraints 

In  summarizing  the  relevant  Departmental  and/or  Bureau  policies,  RMP  decisions, 
laws  and  other  general  program  constraints,  it  is  necessary  to  remember  that  many 
of  the  directives  contained  in  the  various  laws,  regulations,  Departmental 
policies,  and  Executive  Orders  are  subject  to  interpretation.  Bureau  policies 
guide  managers  in  the  planning  and  decision-making  processes  utilized  for  sound 
environmental  management  of  the  public  lands.  Appendix  VII  lists  a general 
framework  of  guidance  for  the  Bureau's  Fish  and  Wildlife  Program  which  contains 
the  BLM  Fish  and  Wildlife  2000  Program  (a  National  Program)  that  enables  the  BLM 
agency  and  associated  personnel  to  plan,  implement,  and  monitor  projects  to 
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enhance  habitat  for  wildlife  species. 

In  meeting  Bureau  responsibilities  for  fish  and  wildlife  activity  planning  and 
related  habitat  management  on  BLM-administered  lands,  it  is  Bureau  policy  that: 

A.  All  HMPs  must  be  prepared  and  implemented  in  consultation  and 
coordination  with  State  agencies  or  other  appropriate  agencies  in  the  case  of 
plants.  HMPs  also  will  serve  as  "comprehensive  plans"  as  provided  for  in  Title 
II,  Secs.  202(a)(2)  and  (b)  of  the  Sikes  Act,  if  so  determined  mutually  by  the 
BLM  and  the  State  agency.  It  is  recommended  that  as  many  HMPs  as  possible  be 
covered  under  Sikes  Act  authority. 

B.  An  RMP  or  MFP  must  normally  be  completed  prior  to  the  development  and 
approval  of  an  HMP.  Where  special  circumstances  so  warrant,  an  HMP  may  be 
prepared  and  implemented  prior  to  the  development  of  an  RMP  or  MFP  if  it  is  so 
approved  by  the  State  Director.  The  Great  Divide  Resource  Management  Plan  has 
been  completed  as  of  November,  1990.  The  Platte  River  Resource  Management  Plan 
has  been  completed  as  of  July,  1985. 

C.  HMPs  are  prepared  and  implemented  to  concentrate  on  priority  species 
and  their  habitats.  Subsequently,  the  geographic  areas  covered  by  HMPs  are 
generally  more  limited  in  size  in  order  to  focus  the  required  special  management 
attention.  It  may  not  be  necessary  to  prepare  HMPs  for  all  fish,  wildlife,  or 
plant  habitat  and  geographic  areas  within  a State  or  District  assuming  that  such 
habitat  is  properly  considered  and  included  within  an  activity  plan  for  another 
resource.  If  such  is  the  case,  the  relevant  activity  plan  will  prescribe  those 
actions  necessary  to  improve,  protect,  and  maintain  the  habitat  and  species 
involved  and  define  the  funds  and  personnel  required  to  implement  the  actions. 
HMPs  and  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs)  should  be  coordinated  for  preparation 
and  implementation  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  to  avoid  duplication  of  effort 
and  save  costs. 

D.  Funding  priority  for  habitat  development  project  work  is  given  to 
those  HMPs  implemented  under  the  Sikes  Act,  unless  otherwise  justified  by  the 
State  Director  and  subsequently  approved  by  the  Director. 

E.  State  Directors  and  District  Managers  should  strive  to  establish  a 
balanced  mix  of  "new,"  "completed,"  and  "implemented"  HMPs,  such  that  varied 
geographic  locations  can  receive  habitat  development  funding  and  attention  during 
different  FYs.  In  addition,  these  officials  should  prepare  long-term  schedules 
of  project  survey  and  design  actions  to  precede  actual,  on-the-ground  project 
work.  This  not  only  demonstrates  positive  accomplishments  but  indicates 
readiness  for  future  work. 

F.  HMP  project  work  must  receive  proper  maintenance,  within  allocated 
fund  availability,  to  protect  BLM,  State  agency,  and  other  investments  and  the 
improved  habitat  conditions  which  result. 

G.  Wildlife  habitat  development  work  and  related  fund  expenditures  are 
usually  limited  to  areas  covered  by  HMPs.  However,  such  work  may  be  completed 
outside  HMP  areas  if  deemed  appropriate  and  so  approved  by  the  State  Director; 
e.g.,  improvement  of  wildlife  habitat  within  AMP  areas.  Other  circumstances 
warranting  such  action  include  those  previously  defined  under  paragraph  B above. 

H.  Consultation  with  other  Federal  agencies,  State  agencies,  and  local 
governments  is  required  during  HMP  preparation  and  implementation  where  their 
administrative  lands  are  adjacent  in  the  habitat  management  area.  A special 
effort  should  be  made  to  coordinate  BLM  Sikes  Act  HMPs  with  similar  plans  of  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service.  It  may  also  be  necessary  to  obtain  HMP  input  and  review  from 
organizations,  universities,  or  private  individuals  if  their  particular  expertise 
is  essential  to  successful  HMP  implementation. 

Other  constraints  that  must  be  considered  when  completing  HMPs  are  the 
Legislative  and  Executive  direction  that  the  U.S.  government  has  determined  for 
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the  Bureau's  Fish  and  Wildlife  program.  Appendix  IX  contains  descriptions  of 
both  the  Legislation  and  Executive  orders  that  drive  wildlife  programs  within  the 
BLM.  These  acts  also  detail  the  authority  of  the  BLM  to  implement  HMPs.  These 
acts  and  orders  must  be  adhered  to  when  planning,  implementing,  and  monitoring 
all  planned  actions  within  the  HMP  Area. 

In  addition  to  these  constraints,  the  "Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Oil  and  Gas  Lease 
Stipulations"  were  developed  in  1986.  It  was  recognized  that  various  land  uses, 
other  than  those  related  to  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development,  should  be 
subject  to  similar  kinds  of  environmental  protection  requirements.  Any  program 
activity  executed  through  this  HMP  must  use  the  mitigation  guidelines  as 
stipulations  or  as  conditions  of  approval  of  projects  (planned  actions),  or  as 
a baseline  for  developing  specific  stipulations  for  a given  activity  program 
(e.g.  activities  involving  big  game  crucial  winter  range).  The  application  of 
these  standard  mitigation  guidelines,  which  are  located  in  Appendix  VIII,  to  all 
surface  and  other  human  presence  disturbance  activities  concerning  BLM- 
administered  public  lands  and  resources  will  provide  uniformity  in  mitigation  - 
specifically  that  which  has  occurred  in  the  past  added  to  that  which  will  most 
likely  occur  in  the  future. 

Any  relevant  constraints  concerning  land  management  issues  relative  to  the  WGFD 
are  located  in  the  most  recent  document  (1984-1989)  titled,  A Strategic  Plan  for 
the  Comprehensive  Management  of  Wildlife  in  Wyoming.  Appendix  XI  details  any 
constraints  pertinent  to  any  of  the  planned  activities  within  the  Laramie  Peak 
HMP  Area.  Also  included  in  this  Appendix  is  the  WGFD ' s strategic  plans  for 
bighorn  sheep.  This  is  the  most  current  copy  available  concerning  such 
constraints . 

The  USFS  has  completed  a land-uBe  management  document  that  does  contain  relevant 
constraints  to  any  activities  that  will  occur  in  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP.  The 
document,  the  USFS's  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan,  Medicine  Bow  National 
Forest  and  Thunder  Basin  National  Grassland,  was  signed  in  October  of  1985.  At 
this  time,  this  document  is  currently  being  revised,  but  has  not  yet  been 
completed.  Any  restrictions  pertaining  to  land-use  activities  can  be  located  in 
this  document;  a copy  is  on  file  at  the  GDRA  in  Rawlins,  Wyoming  or  local  USFS 
office. 


.3 ID  Sikes  Act  Authority 

•31D.1  Objectives  of  the  Act 

The  objectives  of  the  BLM's  Sikes  Act  wildlife  program  are  to  implement  the 
intent  of  the  Act  and  its  congressional  mandates.  The  major  objectives  of  the 
Act  pertinent  to  this  HMP  are  defined  as  follows  (reference  to  sections  of  the 
Act  in  parenthesis): 

1.  Develop  comprehensive  plans  in  cooperation  with  State  agencies  to 
plan,  develop,  maintain,  and  coordinate  programs  for  the  conservation 
and  rehabilitation  of  wildlife,  fish,  and  game  (Sec.  202(a)(1)). 
These  plans  are  the  HMPs  that  are  integrated  with  other  public  land 
resources  and  values. 

2.  Maintain  close  working  relationships,  coordination,  and  cooperation 
with  State  agencies  in  all  aspects  of  the  Bureau's  wildlife  program 
(Sec.  202(c)). 

3.  Implement  specific  habitat  development  projects  and  related 
improvement,  protection,  and  maintenance  (Sec.  201(a)). 

4.  Provide  adequate  protection  for  species  considered  threatened  or 
endangered,  including  both  federally  listed  and  State-listed  plants 
and  animals  (Sec.  202(c)(3)). 
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5.  Control  off- road  vehicle  traffic  in  a manner  compatible  with  relevant 
wildlife  habitat  management  on  the  public  lands,  as  specified  in  the 
Great  Divide  Resource  Area  RMP  (Sec.  202(c)(3)(E)  and  Sec. 
205(3) (0)).  Any  road  closures  to  implement  Sikes  Act  HMP  provisions 
must  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

6.  Provide  for  legal  enforcement  of  Sikes  Act  provisions  and 
stipulations  with  the  State  agencies  (Sec.  204). 

The  authority  for  the  BLM  and  the  USFS  agencies  to  implement  this  act  is  stated 
below: 

1*  The  Sikes  Act,  as  amended  in  1974,  Title  II,  P.L.  93-452  (16  U.S.C. 
679  et . seq. ) . 

2.  The  Sikes  Act,  as  amended  in  1978,  P.L.  95-420  (16  U.S.C. , 679  et. 
seq.  ) 

3.  The  Federal  Grant  and  Cooperative  Agreement  Act  of  1977  (41  U.S.C. 
501-509) . 

4.  43  CFR  Part  24. 

The  Sikes  Act  of  September  15,  1960,  was  amended  on  October  18,  1974,  by  the 
addition  of  Title  II  (P.L.  93-452).  It  was  further  amended  in  1978  to  extend  its 
funding  authority  (P.L.  95-420).  The  basic  effect  of  Title  II  was  to  extend  the 
Sikes  Act  authority  for  wildlife  program  development  from  strictly  Military 
Reservations  to  public  lands  administered  by  the  Forest  Service  and  the  BLM.  At 
the  time  of  its  passage,  the  Sikes  Act  was  viewed  by  BLM  as  an  "organic  act"  for 
wildlife  habitat  management.  It  was  a clear  congressional  charter  to  take 
positive,  orderly  actions  on  behalf  of  the  public  land's  valuable  wildlife 
resources.  The  BLM  considers  Sikes  Act  implementation  and  its  associated 
cooperation  with  State  agencies  as  being  of  great  budgetary  and  policy  importance 
for  overall  wildlife  program  accomplishment. 

The  Federal  Grant  and  Cooperative  Agreement  Act  of  1977  followed  the  Sikes  Act, 
being  passed  on  February  3,  1978.  This  law  basically  established  three  (3) 

vehicles  for  possible  award  of  funds  for  wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects 
(i.e.  15  individual  Project  Proposals  in  the  HMP) — contracts,  grants,  and 
cooperative  agreements.  Any  of  these  three  (3)  instruments  can  be  used  depending 
on  the  situation. 

The  purpose  behind  43  CFR  Part  24  is  to  clarify  and  support  the  broad  authorities 
and  responsibilities  of  Federal  and  State  agencies  responsible  for  the  management 
of  the  nation's  fish  and  wildlife  and  to  identify  and  promote  cooperative  agency 
management  relationships  which  advance  scientifically-based  resource  management 
programs.  This  is  a Department  of  the  Interior  Fish  and  Wildlife  policy.  This 
policy  is  intended  to  reaffirm  the  basic  role  of  the  States  in  fish  and  resident 
wildlife  management,  especially  where  States  have  primary  authority  and 
responsibility,  and  to  foster  improved  conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife.  In 
addition,  in  developing  and  implementing  this  policy,  the  Department  will  be 
furthering  the  manifest  Congressional  policy  of  Federal-State  cooperation  that 
pervades  statutory  enactments  in  the  area  of  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.  In 
recognition  of  the  scope  of  its  activities  in  managing  hundreds  of  millions  of 
acres  of  land  within  several  States,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  {and  BLM) 
will  continue  to  seek  new  opportunities  to  foster  a "good  neighbor"  policy  with 
the  States.  These  policies  permit  the  BLM  GDRA  and  PRRA  offices  to  cooperate 
with  the  USFWS , USFS,  and  the  WGFD  to  plan  and  implement  projects  to  protect, 
maintain,  and  enhance  bighorn  sheep  and  other  wildlife  population  habitats  within 
the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area. 

.3 ID. 2 Interagency  Coordination 

Interagency  coordination  with  the  Forest  Service  to  implement  Sikes  Act  programs 
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and  Sikes  Act-Federal  Grant  and  Cooperative  Act  procedures  with  State  agencies 
are  conducted  to  the  fullest  extent  possible.  The  forest  involved  with  this  HMP 
is  the  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest  (see  Map  1).  However,  because  of  differing 
BLM-FS  enabling  legislation,  procurement  regulations,  and  past  history  of  Sikes 
Act  work  (see.41A),  there  may  be  occasions  where  each  must  apply  its  respective 
legislation  and  P.L.  95-224  to  fit  its  own  special  situations. 

Coordination  between  BLM  and  the  FWS  for  Sikes  Act  programs  is  contained  within 
an  umbrella  memorandum  of  understanding,  signed  May  27,  1980.  The  FWS  supports 
BLM  programs  on  public  lands  and  will  be  consulted  during  Sikes  Act  actions  where 
appropriate. 

Coordination  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  in  developing  Sikes  Act 
wildlife  programs  will  be  conducted  as  deemed  appropriate  by  local  situations. 
Since  there  are  fifteen  (15)  different  Project  Proposals  in  various  locations 
throughout  the  HMP  Area  there  will  be  an  assortment  of  agencies,  environmental 
groups,  and  local  governments  that  will  be  consulted  on  individual  EAs  for  each 
site-specific  project.  The  general  public  will  be  consulted  for  each  major  EA 
that  will  be  planned  and  implemented  in  the  HMP  Area. 


27 


• 32  Land  Status/Adainistration 


The  Laramie  Peak  HMP  is  located  within  several  jurisdictions  managed  by  numerous 
local.  State,  and  Federal  agencies.  The  HMP  Area  covers  approximately  2,045,278 
acres  (see  Table  1)  and  follows  the  WGFD  Hunt  Area  19  (see  Maps  1 and  6).  It 
must  be  noted  that  in  calculating  the  total  land  acreage  for  the  HMP  Area,  there 
are  18  full  and  15  partial  quads  that  are  not  included  in  Table  1.  An 
approximation  of  the  missing  data  (acreage)  from  these  quads  has  been  calculated 
foe  the  total  acreage.  The  WGFD  Hunt  Area  19  was  utilized  as  the  boundary  for 
this  HMP  to  simplify  management  capabilities  and  strategies. 

Significant  portions  of  bighorn  sheep  populations  occupy  lands  within  the  Douglas 
Ranger  District  of  the  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest,  administered  by  the  USFS 
under  the  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan.  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest  and 
Thunder  Basin  National  Grassland  (see  .31C,  .31D).  The  BLM  public  lands  in 
Natrona,  Converse,  and  Platte  Counties  that  are  in  the  HMP  Area  are  currently 
being  administered  by  the  Platte  River  Resource  Area,  Casper,  Wyoming  under  the 
Platte  River  Resource  Area  RMP/EIS.  signed  July  1985.  The  BLM  public  lands  in 
Albany  and  Carbon  Counties  in  the  HMP  Area  are  administered  by  the  Great  Divide 
Resource  Area,  Rawlins,  Wyoming,  under  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  RMP/EIS. 
signed  November  1990.  Both  RMPs  were  prepared  under  the  authority  and 
regulations  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  ( FLPMA ) (90 
Stat.  2766,  43  U.S.C.  1737).  An  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  was 
prepared  for  these  plans  in  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969  (NEPA)  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq. ) . 1 The  WGFD  administers  the  wildlife 
w*-thin  the  HMP  Area  under  A Strategic  Plan  for  the  Comprehensive  Management  of 
Wildlife  in  Wyoming  (see  Appendix  XI). 

Table  1 depicts  the  land  status  of  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area  showing  BLM,  USFS, 
State,  and  private  land  surface/mineral  ownership  and  status.  Map  1,  located  on 
page  2,  displays  these  land  ownership  patterns  for  surface  areas.  It  should  be 
noted  that  there  are  some  quads  missing  (at  this  point  the  acreage  in  these  quads 
has  not  been  calculated)  in  Table  1,  which  accounts  for  the  difference  in  the 
total  land  acreage.  In  addition,  the  ownership  acreage  may  change  over  time 
depending  on  land  transfer  events  in  the  future. 


1 These  documents  Btate  that  site-specific  management  actions  will  be 
implemented  in  HMP  Areas  and  cooperative  management  areas  to  improve  wildlife 
habitat. 
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TABLE  1 


Land  Statua/Adminietrative  Acreage  Summation 


Ownerahip 

Area 

Frequency 

USFS  Surf ace* /Mineral a 

154104.66 

167 

7 . 59 

BLH  Surface/Minerale 

349648.62 

776 

17.23 

USFS  Surface/Private 

Mineral* 

163.57 

1 

0.01 

USFS  Surf ace/State 

Mineral* 

1610.65 

3 

0.08 

BIX  Surface/State 

Mineral* 

798.51 

10 

0.04 

Private  Surface/No  agency 

with  mineral* 
juriadiction  - 
Federal 
aubeurface 
split  eatate 

576380.89 

1147 

28.39 

Private  Surface/Private  Mineral* 

706214.33 

1252 

34.8 

Open  Water 

12749.42 

24 

0.63 

State  Surf ace /Federal -Miner ala 

Split  estate 

33675.94 

117 

1.66 

State  Surface/State  Mineral* 

193912.34 

511 

9.56 

TOTAL 

2029258.8  4- 

4008 

99.99 

Surface  land 

There  are  miaaing  quada  (18  full/15  partial)  from  the  total  land  acreage. 
Calculations  uaing  information  from  theae  quada  changea  the  total  acreage  to 
approximately  2,045,278  acre,  for  the  HMP  Area.  The  map  below  deplete  the  where 
the  miaaing  quada  are  located. 
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.33  Manageaent  Objective 


The  main  objective  of  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  is  to  maintain,  restore,  improve  and 
enhance  habitat  conditions  for  bighorn  sheep.  The  goal  will  be  attained  through 
cooperative  efforts  between  the  USFS,  BLM,  WGFD,  ranchers,  environmental  groups 
and  the  general  public.  The  HMP  goal  will  be  met  by  completing  several 
objectives  through  a diversity  of  planned  actions.  The  planned  actions  inc'  ie 
fifteen  (15)  individual  site-specific  project  areas  within  the  HMP  bour.  y 
within  the  next  10-15  years.  Each  plan  will  be  planned,  executed  and  monitor. -d 
using  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA),  under  the  authority  of  the  NEPA  process. 
The  strategic  plans  within  this  HMP  are  predicted  to  meet  the  above  obiective  bv 
the  year  2010.  1 

The  objectives  for  this  plan  are  to  increase  the  bighorn  sheep  population  from 
173  sheep  (1993)  to  500  sheep  by  the  year  2009-2010,  by  improving  and  enhancing 
the  quantity  and  quality  of  open,  secure  foraging  areas  (approximately  9,000+ 
acres),  adjacent  to  water  and  escape  cover,  in  site-specific  habitat  areas  (15 
total).  Due  to  the  vastness  of  this  area,  along  with  the  dynamics  of  bighorn 
sheep  in  general,  these  objectives  will  probably  take  the  full  10-15  years  to 
complete.  As  in  most  cases,  when  the  habitats  for  a large  ungulate  such  as 
bighorn  sheep  are  enhanced,  then  other  wildlife  species  benefit  as  well.  The 
planned  actions  that  will  be  used  to  complete  the  objectives  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  prescribed  burns,  small  commercial  logging  practices,  firewood  sales, 
assorted  fence  modifications,  diverse  riparian  improvement  projects  (in-stream 
structures,  fence  modifications,  vegetation  plantings),  and  possible  reservoir 
development.  As  these  planned  actions  are  executed,  other  factors  that  will 
benefit  society  as  a whole,  such  as  land  exchanges,  acquisition  of  legal  public 
access,  improved  hunter  success  rates  and  distribution,  and  recreational 
opportunities,  may  also  be  feasible. 

Table  2 depicts  a Habitat  Management  Plan  Progress  Report  that  will  be  used  in 
the  Objectives,  Planned  Actions,  and  Evaluation/Monitoring  segments  of  the 
Laramie  Peak  HMP.  Since  this  table  is  used  in  three  (3)  different  portions  of 
the  HMP,  it  is  advisable  to  check  back  to  Table  2 for  completion  dates  on 
specific  actions. 
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Form  6780-2 


UNITEP  ATES 

DEPARTMENT  > HE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  La.  „ MANAGEMENT 


TABLE  2 HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

Laramie  Peak  HMP 

1.  Improve  the 
diatrtbutlon  of 
bighorn  sheep 
populations  and 
associated  genetic 
diversity  by 
increasing  the  herd 
numbers  from  173 
sheep  (1993)  to  500 
sheep  (2010) . 

2.  Identify,  protect, 
and  enhance  bighorn 
sheep  habitat; 
improve/ increase 
quantity  and  quality 
of  vegetation/forage 
areas  by 

approximately  9,000+ 
acres . 

3.  Pursuit  of  land 
exchanges /legal 
public  access, 
improve  hunter 
success 

rates /distribution, 
improve 

recreational  uses. 

Laramie  Peak  HMP  - General 

Prescribed  burns; 

Small  commercial  logging; 
Firewood  sales  for  habitat 
improvement  and  diversity. 

Fence  modifications  for 
wildlife  movements. 

Aquatic /wet land  improvement 
using  fence  modifications, 
update  AMPs,  in-stream 
structures . 

Riparian  improvement: 
fencing/ in- st ream 
structures /vegetation 
plantings . 

-Reservoir  development: 
waterfowl  nesting 
structures . 

6 i_j.-T_-e_J.ejr 

1 

INVENTORIES l 

Bighorn  shasp  habitat 

requirements : 

(1IH)  Forage 

quant ity/quality 
(winter,  spring, 
summer  range) - 
proximity  to  escape 
terrain; 

(2IH)  Hater  sources  near 
escape  terrain; 

|t3lH)  Salt/mineral  licks; 

(UlH)  Visibilty 

quantity /quality- 
vegetation 

types/tree, shrub  crown 
cover ; 

(5IH)  Escape  terrain  (areas 
within  - 825  ft. 
steep,  rocky  terrain- 
>80%  slope) ; 

(6IH)  Thermal  habitats; 

(7IH)  Use  of  migration 
corridors 

(routes, visibility) . 

INSTRUCTIONS 


I Li»«  apecific  HMP  objective*  **  developed  from  RMP/MFP  planning  document*  or  a*  otherwise  approved. 

2.  Liat  apecific  planned  action*  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  apecific  objective. 

3.  Liat  achedule  evaluation/monitoring  atudy(a)  planned  to  evaluate  accompliahment*.  * 

4.  Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evalualion/monitoring  atudy  aa  aciompliahed. 
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Form  6780-2 


UNITEE 
DEPARTMENT  < 
BUREAU  OF  L. 


’ATES 

HE  INTERIOR 
MANAGEMENT 


TABLE  2 HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


CJ 

N5 


OBJECTIVES 


DATE 

COMPLETED 


PLANNED  ACTIONS 


DATE 
COMPLETED 


EVALUATION/MONITORING 


DATE 
COMPLETED 


4.  Facilitate  habitat 
manipulation 
projects  through 
vegetation 
treatments, 
y prescribed  burns, 
firewood  sales, 
small  commercial 
logging  operations. 


Bighorn  sheep  range 

assessaients  t 

(HR)  Abundance  of  steep 
escape  terrain; 

(2IR)  Abundance  of 

vegetation  types  that 
are  low  growing/open 
and  known  to  provide 
sheep  forage-near 
escape  terrain; 

(3IR)  Abundance  of  southerly 
aspects;  * 

(4IR)  Annual  precipitation 
and  presence  of 
reliable  water 
sources ; 

(5IR)  Absence  of  livestock 
and  other  human 


activities/development 
that  would  threaten 
sheep  and  sheep 
habitat . 

Bighorn  sheep  population 

■easureaenti : 

(IIP)  Relative  density- 
trend  counts  for 
population  sizes,  sex- 
age  structure; 


INSTRUCTIONS 


1 Li*  .pecific  HMP  objective,  a,  developed  from  RMP/MFP  planning  document,  or  as  otherwise  .pproved. 

2.  List  specific  planned  action,  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  specific  objective. 

3.  List  schedule  evaluation/monitoring  study(s)  planned  to  evaluate  accomplishments.  I 

4.  Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  study  as  accomplished. 


UNITEL  1TES 

Form  6780-2  DEPARTMENT  OF  iHE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


TABLE  2 HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

J 

J 

Bighorn  sheep  population 
aaaiuraaanta  continued! 

(2IP)  CensuB-classif icationa 
autnming  the  maximum 
unduplicatad  count  for 

each  class; 

(3IP)  Structure-Bex-age 
categories:  lambs, 
yearling  males, 
yearling  females, 
ewes,  four  classes  of 
rams  based  on  3/4  curl 
horn  increments. 

MONITORING l 

Bighorn  sheep  habitat 
requirements : 

.Changes  in  quantity/quality 
! ( 1MH) ( 4MH) ; 

Changes  is  use 
( 2MH) (3MH) ( 5MH) ( 6MH) ( 7MH) 

Bighorn  sheep  range 

Changes  in  quantity/quality 
(2MR) ( 4MR) 

Changes  in  use 
(1MR) (2MP) ( 3MP ) 

Bighorn  sheep  population 

measurements : 

Changes  in  quantity/quality 
(IMP) (2MP) (3MP) 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1 Liat  apecific  HMP  objective!  ai  developed  from  RMP/MFP  planning  documenta  or  a!  otherwiae  approved. 

2.  Lilt  apeciflc  planned  acliona  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  specific  objective. 

3.  Liat  achcdule  evaluation/monitoring  atudy(a)  planned  to  evaluate  accompliahmenla. 

4.  Enter  completion  dale  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  atudy  aa  accorr^liahed. 


UNITED 

Form  6780-2  DEPARTMENT  C 

BUREAU  OF  L, 


HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

1.  Remove  forest 
canopy  by  90%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  75%. 

Project : 

SUQARLOAF 

1 

1! 

1.  Reduce  conifer 
overstory  by  90-100%. 

2.  Reduce  shrub 
coverage  by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
production  by  75-80% 
within  3-5  years. 

Project : 

REESE  MOUNTAIN 

1 

1.  Reduce  forest  canopy 
by  90-100%  to  improve 
visibility  and  security 
for  wintering  sheep. 

2 . Reduce  shrub  cover 
by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
production  by  60-70% 
within  3-5  years. 

Project : 

SPLIT  ROCK 

1.  Reduce  forest  canopy 
cover  by  70-80%  to 
increase  visibility 
range  and  provide 
escape  habitat  for 
sheep. 

2.  Increase  mixed  shrub 
cover  by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
forage  species 
production  by  60%  in  2- 
3 years. 

Project : 

GREEN  MOUNTAIN 

1 

Jl 

INSTRUCTIONS 


1 . Li*  •pccific  HMP  objective.  ..  developed  from  RMP/MFP  plannin*  document.  or  ..  otherwi.e  approved 

2.  Li*  .pccific  planned  action,  to  be  initialed  to  meet  each  .pacific  objective. 

3.  Li*  echedule  evaluation/monitorin*  «udy(.)  planned  to  evaluate  accompli»hmenta. 

4^EnlCf  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  cvaluation/monitoring  atudy  a.  acconvliahed . 
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Form  6780-2 


UNITE  TATES 
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HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 
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OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

1.  Eliminate  conifer 
overatory  by  75%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  75%. 

Project : 

BRITANIA 

I 

1.  Decrease  forest 
canopy  cover  by  80%. 

2.  Decrease  mixed  shrub 
cover  by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
forage  production  by 

60%  within  2-3  years. 

Project : 

BEAR  HEAD 

MOUNTAIN 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  70%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  60%. 

Project : 

BEAR  CREEK 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  75%. 

2.  Promote  grass 
production  by  60-70%. 

Project : 

SOUTH  MOUNTAIN 

1 

II 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  75%. 

2.  Promote  grass 
production  by  60-70%. 

Project : 

LARAMIE  PEAK 

1 

| 

INSTRUCTIONS 


1 List  specific  HMP  objective.  >.  developed  from  RMP/MFP  pl.nning  document,  or  ..  otherwise  .pproved. 

2.  I-J*t  ^>ecific  planned  action,  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  specific  objective. 

3.  List  schedule  evaluation/ monitoring  study(s)  planned  to  evaluate  accomplishment.. 

4.  Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  study  as  account  I j shed. 
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UNITED  ' TES 

Form  6780-2  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAK  iANAGEMENT 

HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRES8  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  60-75%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  50%. 

Project : 

LOST  CREEK 

1.  Decrease  forest 
canopy  cover  by  80%  to 
reduce  visual  barriers 
and  increase  escape 
cover. 

2.  Reduce  shrub  cover 
by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
forage  production  by 

60%  in  2-3  years. 

Project : 

BLACK  MOUNTAIN 

1.  This  project  has 
three  (3)  burns  sites: 
the  objectives  in  all  3 
burns  are  to  decrease 
forest  canopy  by  70- 
80%. 

2.  Decrease  shrub  cover 
by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
forage  production  by 
60-70%. 

Project : 

ROCK  MOUNTAIN 

i 

, II 

1 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  70%. 

2.  Reduce  mixed 
mountain  Bhrub  coverage 
by  50%. 

3.  Promote  grass 
production  by  60-70%. 

Project : 

TRETHWAY 

INSTRUCTIONS 


Urt  «pecific  HMP  objective*  a*  developed  from  RMP/MFP  planning  documenU  or  a*  otherwiae  approved. 
U*(  apecific  planned  action*  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  ipecific  objective. 

Li*t  achedule  evaluation/ monitoring  Mudy(a)  planned  to  evaluate  acconyiliahmenU. 

Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  tfudy  a*  accon^tliahcd. 
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Form  6781 


UNI'  STATES 

DEPARTMEN  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  IjAND  MANAGEMENT 


HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

1.  Remove  ponderosa 
pine  overstory  by  75%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  70%. 

Project:  SAWTOOTH 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  75-85%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  75%. 

Project:  ALBANY 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1 . List  specific  HMP  objectives  as  developed  from  RMP/MFP  planning  documents  or  as  otherwise  approved. 

2.  List  specific  planned  actions  to  be  initialed  to  meet  each  specific  objective. 

3.  List  schedule  evaluation/monitoring  study(s)  planned  to  evaluate  accomplishments. 

4.  Enter  completion  dale  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  study  as  accomplished. 


Other  sites  as  identified,  planned  actions,  evaluation  and  monitoring  programs  will  be  permitted  if  required  in 
the  future.  ^ 

O 
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.34  Planned  Actions 


This  section  of  the  HMP  provides  detailed  management  prescriptions  for  achievina 
objectives  described  under  section  .33  of  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP.  As  stated 
previously  within  this  document,  the  major  goal  of  the  HMP  Area  at  this  time  is 
to  improve  the  distribution  of  bighorn  sheep  populations  and  associated  genetic 
diversity  by  increasing  and  improving  the  quantity  and  quality  of  open,  secure 
foraging  areas  (preferably  adjacent  to  water  and  escape  cover)  in  site-specific 
habitat  areas.  The  objectives  are  to  increase  the  herd  numbers  to  500  sheep  bv 
improving  9,000+  acres  of  habiats  by  the  year  2010.  There  are  fifteen  (15)  areas 
of  concern  (proposed  project  sites)  that  management  objectives,  when  completed, 
will  accomplish  the  overall  goal  of  improving  bighorn  sheep  populations  in  the 
Laramie  Range.  Table  2 has  a list  of  objectives  and  planned  actions  that  can  be 
used  for  each  site-specific  area;  at  this  time  the  exact  area  of  concentration 
for  the  site-specific  EA  has  not  been  selected  (this  will  be  done  at  the  team 
level),  therefore,  any  planned  actions,  inventory  and  monitoring  mechanisms  will 
u w^t^en.in  Table  2 as  each  EA  is  prepared.  The  completion  of  these  objectives 
should  indirectly  maintain,  protect,  and  enhance  habitats  within  the  HMP  Area  for 
a diversity  of  other  wildlife  species.  Additional  factors  that  may  accrue  over 
the  life  of  this  plan  include  the  pursuit  of  land  exchanges,  legal  public  access, 
improved  hunter  success  rates,  other  recreational  uses,  and  the  public  use  of 
further  resources  (e.g.  firewood  sales,  small  commercial  logging  operations). 

• 34A  Description  of  Actions 


.34A.1  Existing and  Planned  Improvements  to  Summarize  Actions 

The  general  management  goal  (planned  improvements)  that  this  HMP  will  permit 
an  ecosystem  approach  towards  improving  the  public  lands  is  to  identify 
and  protect  habitat  sites,  as  well  as  special  and  unique  features  that  are 
essential  for  the  viability  and  sustainability  of  wildlife  populations, 
specifically  bighorn  sheep.  The  diversity  of  site  specific  projects  that  will 
result  from  management  actions  within  this  plan  will  provide  habitat  quality  and 
quantity  (food,  cover,  space,  and  water)  that  will  be  adequate  to  support  a 
natural  diversity  of  wildlife  and  fisheries.  Additional  species  that  will 
benefit  from  an  ecosystem  approach  include  big  game  species,  upland  game  species, 
wa^e^f°wl/  non-game  species,  game  fish,  neotropical  migratory  birds,  amphibians, 
reptiles,  threatened  and  endangered  species,  sensitive  species  and  species  of 
special  concern  (Appendix  III). 

Currently,  there  are  some  existing  projects  that  are  proposed  in  the  Laramie  Peak 
HMP  Area.  A prescribed  burn,  BLM  Environmental  Assessment  WY-037-EA0-038  (see 
Appendix  X)  which  has  been  scheduled  for  the  Split  Rock  areaTor  the  Laramie  Peak 
bighorn  sheep  has  been  extremely  difficult  to  execute  for  the  past  several  field 
seasons  due  to  the  relatively  strict  windows  (burn  operation=restrictions ) . This 
burn  is  located  in  the  south  and  central  portions  of  T.  24  N.,  R.  71  W.,  Section 
31  and  T.  24  N.,  R.  72  W.,  Sections  25  and  36.  The  proposed  action  is  to 
prescribe  burn  sagebrush/grass  in  the  spring  and  felled  timber  in  the  fall  within 
a 400  acre  perimeter  area  as  soon  as  the  windows  open. 

Since  the  prescribed  burns  are  difficult  to  complete,  an  additional  project  has 
been  designed  for  the  above  area  to  fell  timber  manually  by  the  BLM  fire  crews 
in  July,  August  or  September.  This  project  will  and  has  mitigated  restricted 
travel  conditions  of  enclosed  corridors  that  the  sheep  attempt  to  utilize  as 
transportation  routes  from  lambing/nursery  grounds  to  forage  areas. 
Approximately  400  trees  were  felled  in  the  summer  of  1993  by  the  BLM  fire  crews. 
There  are  more  areas  within  the  Split  Rock  prescribed  burn  area  that  need 
additional  trees  felled.  At  this  point  in  time  the  crews  are  logistically 
prepared  to  complete  the  timber  cutting  project,  however,  they  are  fire  personnel 
and  the  1994  fire  season  has  been  extremely  busy,  therefore  the  project  has  been 
put  on  hold. 


A BLM  proposed  action  to  conduct  a salvage  harvesting  operation  on  about  220 
acres  of  beetle-killed  forest  in  the  Pine  Mountain  area  (R.  71  W. , T.  24  N., 
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Secs.  19  and  30;  and  R.  72  W.,  T.  24  N.,  Sec.  25)  is  in  the  draft  stage  at  this 
time . The  objectives  of  this  proposal  are  to  improve  sheep  movement  through 
existing  dense  corridors,  improve  vegetative  landscape  conditions  to  facilitate 
future  prescribed  burning  for  forest  and  wildlife  objectives,  reduce  fuel 
loadings,  and  to  recover  a natural  resource  for  human  use.  The  proposed  action 
would  be  implemented  by  the  issuance  of  a timber  sale  contract  with  applicable 
stipulations  (see  .37A).  This  proposed  action  is  consistent  with  the  Great 
Divide  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP),  approved  Nov.  8,  1990. 

Proposed  activities  for  the  HMP  include  the  projects  in  the  following  habitat 
areas  (see  map  11): 

Sugarloaf 
Reese  Mountain 
Split  Rock 
Britannia 
Green  Mountain 
Bear  Head  Mountain 
Bear  Creek 
South  Mountain 
Laramie  Peak 
Albany  Peak 
Lost  Creek 
Black  Mountain 
Rock  Mountain 
Trethway 
Sawtooth 


.34A.2  Methods  and  Planned  Actions  Required  to  Achieve  the  HMP 

Objectives 

The  objectives  will  be  accomplished  through  a diversity  of  site-specific  projects 
that  are  planned  in  a logical  sequence  with  a priority  detail.  The  planned 
actions  include  the  following  types  of  actions:  direct  actions  — these  include 
activities,  costs  and  manpower  needs  by  project  to  meet  specified  wildlife 
objectives;  supporting  or  facilitating  actions  (e.g.  roads,  fire  protection,  land 
exchange)  to  permit  the  direct  action  to  be  implemented,  including  cost  and 
manpower  needs  for  the  appropriate  sub-activity  involved;  and  mitigation  and/or 
protection  actions  (see  Appendix  VIII). 

The  direct  actions  are  based  on  specific  criterion  for  each  project  which  is 
based  upon  the  following  factors: 

I.  SIGNIFICANCE 

A.  Potential  value  to  sheep: 

1.  Winter  range 

2.  Summer  range 

3.  Reproductive/parturition  range 

4.  Travel  corridors 

B.  Contribution  to  existing  local  habitat. 

C.  Contribution  to  sheep  distribution  over  the  HMP  Area  and  the 
WGFD  Hunt  Areas. 

D.  Contribution  to  sheep  movement/interchange. 

II.  EFFECTIVENESS 

A.  Overall  low  relative  cost  per  effort. 

B.  High  return  of  resource  values  per  unit  effort. 
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c. 


Successful  completion  relative  to  habitat  development  for  future 
projects  and/or  associated  program  elements. 


III.  FEASIBILITY 


A.  Practicality  of  implementation. 


1 . Topography 

2*  Forest  cover  relative  to  treatment  area  site 

3.  Road/land  access 


?°in\KnAime'  there  are  fifteen  <15>  different  treatment  sites  within 
the  HMP  Area  that  have  unique  objectives,  but  an  overall  common  goal  to  improve 
habitat  for  bighorn  sheep.  Management  of  these  sites,  utilizing  the 
significance,  effectiveness  and  feasibility  tools,  will  be  based  upon  established 
priorities  that  will  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  interagency  team  implementing 
the  projects.  Site-specif ic  Environmental  Assessments  (EAs)  will  be  completed 
project  area  (treatment  site)  before  any  activities  occur.  Listed  below 
in  Table  3 are  the  different  treatment  site  locations  and  treatment  site  ratings 
that  will  determine  priority  actions  within  the  HMP,  based  upon  mutual  consent 
of  members  of  the  WGFD,  BLM,  USFS,  other  team  players,  and  the  general  public: 


Table  3 

Location 

Treatment  Site  Rating 

Significance  Effectiveness 

for  Project  Activities 

Criteria 

Feasibility  Summation 

Sugarloaf 

3 

3 

1 

7 

Reese  Mountain 

2 

2 

1 

5 

Split  Rock 

2 

2 

1 

5 

Britannia 

2 

2 

3 

7 

Green  Mountain 

1 

2 

3 

6 

Bear  Head  Mt. 

1 

2 

2 

5 

Bear  Creek 

1 

1 

2 

4 

South  Mountain 

2 

3 

2 

7 

Laramie  Peak 

1 

3 

3 

7 

Albany  Peak 

1 

1 

1 

3 

Lost  Creek 

2 

3 

3 

8 

Black  Mountain 

1 

2 

2 

5 

Rock  Mountain 

1 

1 

1 

3 

Trethway 

3 

2 

1 

6 

Sawtooth 

1 

2 

2 

5 

1-2  = High 

Score 

3-4  = Priority 

1 

2 = Moderate 

Score 

5-6  = Priority 

2 

3 = Low 

Score 

7-8  = Priority 

3 

The  lower  the  total  scores  are  using  this  table  then  the  higher  the  priority 
is  for  the  implementation  of  the  project.  Following  is  a brief  discussion 
that  describes  the  priorities  that  will  be  utilized  when  determining  which 
projects  to  implement  initially. 

Priority  1 (fits  one  or  more  of  the  following  conditions) 

(a)  Most  feasible  for  management  based  on  accessibility,  landownership 
patterns  and  ease  of  treatment. 

(b)  Located  in  potentially  high-value  sheep  habitat  where  the  benefits  of 
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treatment  will  best  meet  population  objectives. 

(c)  Conflicts  with  other  landowners  and  resource  values  are  relatively 
insignificant. 

(d)  Areas  of  greatest  need  if  objectives  are  to  be  met  within  established 
time  frames. 


Priority  2 (fits  one  or  more  of  the  following  conditions) 

(a)  Vegetative  manipulation  would  be  more  difficult  than  Priority  1 due  to 
land  ownership  patterns  or  accessibility. 

(b)  Located  in  potentially  high-value  sheep  habitat  where  the  benefits  will 
help  meet  objectives,  but  the  returns  will  be  slightly  less  than 
Priority  1 areas. 

(c)  Conflicts  with  other  landowners  and  resource  values  may  require 
mitigation. 

(d)  Areas  in  need  of  habitat  manipulation  if  the  objectives  are  to  be  met 
within  established  time  frames. 


Priority  3 (fits  one  or  more  of  the  following  conditions) 

(a)  Management  and  habitat  manipulation  would  be  difficult  under  existing 
landowner ship  patterns  and  access  or  the  size  of  the  proposed  treatment 
area  makes  specific  treatment  expensive. 

(b)  Located  in  potentially  high-value  sheep  habitat  where  treatment  will 
help  meet  objectives. 

(c)  Conflicts  with  other  resources  may  require  mitigating  actions  to  reduce 
the  significance  to  other  resources. 

(d)  Treatment  of  Priority  3 areas  is  important  to  fully  meet  objectives,  but 
treatment  through  prescribed  fire  is  unlikely  due  to  high  risk,  high 
value  or  difficult  land  patterns. 

The  treatment  areas  are  based  upon  desired  habitat  types  to  improve  bighorn 
sheep  survival  as  a population.  Habitat  types  are  ranked  based  upon  wildlife 
communities  combined  with  the  availability  of  each  type  (see  Table  4). 
Utilizing  the  habitat  types  in  a priority  ranking  system,  the  different 
activities  implemented  for  bighorn  sheep  can  be  decided  upon  based  on  desired 
vegetation  complexes. 
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TABLE  4 

RANKING  OF  STANDARD  HABITAT  TYPES 


HIGH 

PRIORITY 

MODERATE 

PRIORITY 

LOW 

PRIORITY 

Open  aquatic 

Greasewood-sagewood  riparian 

Short 

grasslands 

Riparian  grassland 

Big  sagebrush-rabbitbrush 

Saltbush 

steppe 

Willow-waterbirch  riparian 

Bitterbrush 

Greasewood 

Aspen  riparian 

Sagebrush-mixed  grass 

Badland 

Cottonwood  riparian 

Silver  sagebrush  steppe 

True  sand 

dunes 

Mountain  shrub 

Lodgepole  pine 

Upland 

meadows 

Utah  juniper 

Quaking  aspen 

Aspen  conifer 

Ponderosa  pine/Douglas-f ir 
Platte  Valley  rockland 
Laramie  Peak  rockland 

Wet  forested  meadow 

Limber  pine 

Early  successional  conifer 
Rockland 

Saline  sub-irrigated  grassland 

NOTE:  Ranking  is  based  on  the  wildlife  communities  (total 

species,  number  of  breeders,  number  of  rare  species)  combined  with 
the  availability  of  each  type. 

1 High  priority  habitats  are  those  that  require  intensive- 
management  actions  (data  collection,  enhancement,  protection)  to 
maintain  their  productivity  as  diverse  wildlife  communities;-" 
moderate-priority^habitats  are  those  that  require  less  intensive 
management  to  maintain  their  productivity  as  wildlife  communities; 
low-priority  habitats  are  those  that  can  be  more  heavily  used  by 
conflicting  resources  so  that  the  higher  priority  wildlife 
habitats  can  be  maintained. 


Summarized  below  are  the  locations  of  the  proposed  habitat  treatment  sites 
(planned  actions)  described  in  a logical  sequence  (priority  order)  for 
implementation  to  achieve  each  objective: 


Proposed  Habitat  Improvement  Areas 

Priority 

1 Sugarloaf  - T.  23  N.,  R.  71  W.  Section  7:  Sl/2 

(1120  acres  optimum)  Section  8:  Sl/2 

Section  17:  Nl/2 
Section  18:  Nl/2 
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2 

Reese  Mountain  - T.  24  N. , R.  71  W. 

Section 

33 

(500  acres  optimum) 

Section 

34 

2 

Split  Rock  - T.  24  N.,  R.  71  W. 

Section 

31 

(640  acres  optimum) 

3 

Green  Mountain  - T.  24  N. , R.  71  W. 

Section 

2: 

(640  acres  optimum) 

Section 

3: 

3 

Britannia  - T.  25  N.,  R.  71  W. 

Section 

33 

(240  acres  optimum) 

(640  acres  optimum) 

Section 

3: 

2 

Bear  Head  Mountain  - T.  26  N.,  R.  72  W. 

Section 

25 

(400  acres  optimum) 

1 

Bear  Creek  - T.  26  N. , R.  72  W. 

Section 

27 

(160  acres  optimum) 

3 

South  Mountain  - T.  26  N.,  R.  72  W. 

Section 

10 

(500-600  acre  optimum) 

Section 

15 

3 

Laramie  Peak  - T.  26  N. , R.  72  W. 

Section 

2: 

T.  27  N. , R.  72  W. 

Section 

35 

(200-600  acres  optimum) 

Section 

3: 

1 

Albany  Peak  - T.  27  N.,  R.  71  W. 

Section 

35 

(640  acres  optimum) 

3 

Lost  Creek  - T.  27  N.,  R.  72  W. 

Section 

25 

(300  acres  optimum) 

Section 

24 

2 

Black  Mountain  - T.  27  N. , R.  71  w. 

Section 

16: 

(360-400  acres  optimum) 

Section 

11: 

Section 

20: 

1 

Rock  Mountain  - T.  28  N.,  R.  71  W. 

Section 

28: 

T.  28  N. , R.  71  W. 

Section 

32: 

Section 

33: 

T.  27  N. , R.  71  W. 

Section 

4: 

T.  28  N. , R.  71  W. 

Section 

33: 

(960  acres  optimum) 

3 

Trethway  - T.  27  N.,  R.  73  W. 

Section 

2: 

(300  acres  optimum) 

1 

Sawtooth  - T.  28  N.,  R.  73  W. 

Section 

10: 

(600-1,000  acres  optimum) 

Section 

11: 

Section 

15: 

Section 

22: 

Listed 

below  are  the  site-specific  activities 

relative  to  ) 

All 


Wl/2 

Wl/2 

NW1/4 


El/2 


goals,  specific  objectives,  size  and  ownership  of  project  sites,  topography, 
and  vegetation  types  at  the  site  (see  Map  11).  Individual  EAs  will  be  planned 
and  imlemented  on  an  ecosystem  and  interagency  basis  for  each  site. 


PROTECT  - SUGARLOAF 

Location: 

S2  Section  7) 

S2  Section  8) 

N2  Section  17)  T.  23  N.,  R.  71  W. 

N2  Section  18) 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 

1.  To  increase  the  guality/quantity  of  summer  forage  and  size 
of  lambing  areas;  and 

2.  To  provide  for  a usable  movement  corridor  between  the 
Laramie  Peak  Unit  and  the  south  slope  of  the  ridge  east  of 
Sugarloaf  (potential  winter  range). 
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SPECIFIC  OBJECTIVES 


1.  To  remove  forest  canopy  by  90  percent. 

2.  To  increase  grass  production  by  75  percent. 


SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 

120  acres  - state 
720  acres  - BLM 
280  acres  - WFGD 
1,120  acres 

(proposed  burn  will  encompass  approximately  50 
percent  of  the  total  acreage) 


TOPOGRAPHY 

elevation:  6400'  - 7600' 
x slope:  45  percent 
aspect:  N 

VEGETATION  TYPES 

upper  slopes  - ponderosa  pine 

lower  slopes  - mixed  mountain  foothills  shrub 

Additional  Comments: 

Potential  commercial  harvest  areas. 


PROJECT  - REESE  MOUNTAIN 


Location: 

SW1/4 

S1/2NE1/4 

S1/2N1/2 

N1/2S1/2 


Section  33) 

Section  33) 

Section  34)  T.  24  N.,  R.  71  W. 
Section  34) 


MANAGEMENT  GOALS 


1.  To  improve  winter  range  forage;  and 

2.  To  improve  security  (visibility). 


SPECIFIC  OBJECTIVES 


1.  To  reduce  conifer  overstory  by  90-100  percent. 

2.  To  reduce  shrub  coverage  by  60-70  percent. 

3.  To  increase  grass  production  by  75-80%  within  3-5  years. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 


500  acres  - USFS 


TOPOGRAPHY 


elevation:  6400'  - 7600' 
x slope:  + 40  percent 
aspect:  SE 

VEGETATION  TYPES 
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upper  slopes  - Ponderosa  pine 

lower  slopes  - mixed  mountain  foothills  shrubs 
Additional  Comments: 


PROTECT  - SPLIT  ROCK 

Location: 

Section  31  All,  T.  24  N.  , R.  71  W. 
MANAGEMENT  GOALS 


1.  To  increase  and  improve  winter  range. 


BURN  OBJECTIVES 


1.  Reduce  forest  canopy  by  90-100  percent  to  improve 
visibility  and  security  for  wintering  sheep. 

2.  Reduce  shrub  cover  by  60-70  percent. 

3.  Increase  grass  production  by  60-70  percent  within  2-3  years. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 

480  acres  - BLM 
160  acres  - WGFD 
640  acres 

(proposed  burn  will  encompass  approximately  50  percent  of  the  total 
acres ) 

TOPOGRAPHY 

elevation:  7000'-  8300' 
x slope:  40  percent 

aspect:  S 

VEGETATION  TYPES 

Upper  slopes  - ponderosa  pine 
lower  slopes  - mixed  shrub 

Additional  Comments: 


PROTECT  -GREEN  MOUNTAIN 

Location: 

Nl/2  Section  2) 

SE1/4  Section  3)  T.  24  N.,  R.  71  W. 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 

1.  To  create  or  increase  bighorn  sheep  habitat;  and 

2.  To  increase  sheep  distribution  and  facilitate  movement. 

BURN  OBJECTIVES 
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1.  Reduce  forest  canopy  cover  by  70-80  percent  to  increase 
visibility  range  thereby  providing  escape  habitat  for  sheep. 

2.  Increase  mixed  shrub  cover  by  60-70  percent. 

3.  Increase  grass  forage  species  production  by  60  percent  in  2-3  years. 
SIZE  OF  OWNERSHIP 

640  acres  - Private  (belonging  to  Chuck  Shellhorst) 

TOPOGRAPHY 

elevation  range:  6800'  - 7700' 
average  slope:  34  percent 

aspect:  mostly  S to  SE,  some  E 

VEGETATION  TYPES 

upper  slopeB  - mostly  ponderosa  pine 

lower  slopes  - some  mixed  shrub  (25  percent  of  area) 

Additional  Comments: 


PROTECT  - BRIT  ANT  A 


Location: 

SW1/2  Section  33:  T.  25  N.,  R.  71  W. 

Sl/2  NW1/4  Section  33:  T.  25  N.,  R.  71  W. 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 

1.  To  provide  for  winter  forage  near  escape  cover; 

2.  To  increase  bighorn  sheep  distribution;  and 

3.  To  facilitate  bighorn  sheep  movement. 

SPECIFIC  OBJECTIVES 

1.  To  eliminate  conifer  overstory  by  75  percent. 

2.  To  increase  grass  production  by  75  percent. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP  — 


280  acres  - USFS 
600  acres  - Private 
880  acres 


TOPOGRAPHY 

elevation  range:  7300'-7900' 
x slope:  23  percent 

aspect:  SE 

VEGETATION  TYPES 


Ponderosa  pine 
Additional  Comments: 

Potential  commercial  harvest  area. 
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PROTECT  - BEAR  HEAD  MOUNTAIN 


Location: 

El/2  Section  23 

Wl/2  NW1/4  Section  24  T.  26  N.,  R.  72  W. 
MANAGEMENT  GOAL 


1.  To  increase  sheep  winter  range;  and 

2.  To  increase  sheep  distribution. 

SPECIFIC  BURN  OBJECTIVES 

1.  Decrease  forest  canopy  cover  by  80  percent. 

2.  Decrease  mixed  shrub  cover  by  60-70  percent. 

3.  Increase  grass  forage  production  by  60  percent  within  2-3  years. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 

400  acres  - USFS 
TOPOGRAPHY 


elevation  range:  7200'-8200' 
average  slope:  38  percent 
aspect:  SE 


VEGETATION  TYPES 

Ponderosa  pine  and  mixed  shrubs.  Varying  percentages  of  each  depending  on 
elevation  (i.e.,  lower  elevations  contain  a greater  percentage  of  shrubs  than 
upper  elevations). 

Additional  Comments: 


PROTECT  - BEAR  CREEK 


Location: 

NE1/4  Section  27:  T.  26  N. , R.  72  W. 
MANAGEMENT  GOALS 


1.  To  increase  bighorn  sheep  summer  range; 

2.  To  increase  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas;  and 

3.  To  increase  bighorn  sheep  winter  range. 

SPECIFIC  OBJECTIVES 

1.  Remove  conifer  overstory  by  70%. 

2.  Increase  grass  production  by  60%. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 

160  acres  - Private 
TOPOGRAPHY 


elevation  range:  6600'-7300' 
x slope;  40-50  percent 
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aspect:  SW  and  E 
VEGETATION  TYPES 


Ponderosa  pine  woodland  mixed  with  the  mountain  foothills  shrubs. 


Additional  Comments: 


PROJECT  - SOUTH  MOUNTAIN 

Location: 

Wl/2  Section  10:  T.  26  N.,  R.  72  W. 

Wl/2  Section  15:  T.  26  N.,  R.  72  W. 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 

1.  To  create  bighorn  sheep  winter  range;  and 

2.  To  increase  bighorn  sheep  distribution. 

SPECIFIC  OBJECTIVES 

1.  Remove  conifer  overstory  by  75%. 

2.  Promote  grass  production  by  60-70%. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 

500-600  acres  - USFS 
TOPOGRAPHY 


elevation  range  : 7200' -8100' 
x slope:  68  percent 
aspect:  E 

VEGETATION  TYPES 

ponderosa  pine 
lodgepole  pine 

Additional  Comments:  — 


PROTECT  - LARAMIE  PEAK 


Location: 

SE1/2  Section  35:  T.  27  N.,  R.  72  W. 
NE1/4NE1/4  Section  3:  T.  26  N.,  R.  72  W. 
NW1/2  Section  2:  T.  26  N.,  R.  72  W. 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 


1.  To  create  bighorn  sheep  summer-yearlong  range. 
SPECIFIC  OBJECTIVE 


1.  Remove  conifer  overstory  by  75%. 

2.  Promote  grass  production  by  60-70%. 
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SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 


200-600  acres  - USFS 
TOPOGRAPHY 

elevation  range:  8700'-9700' 
x slope:  47  percent 
aspect:  SE 

VEGETATION  TYPES 

lodgepole  pine 

Additional  Comments: 


PROTECT  - LOST  CREEK 


Location : 

NE1/4NW1/4  Section  25 

SE1/4NW1/ 4 Section  25  T.  27  N. , R.  72  W. 
SE1/2  Section  24 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 

1.  To  increase  bighorn  sheep  summer  range;  and 

2.  To  create  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas. 

SPECIFIC  OBJECTIVES 


1.  Remove  conifer  overstory  by  60-75%. 

2.  Increase  grass  production  by  50%. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 

300  acres  - USFS 
TOPOGRAPHY 


elevation  range:  7500'-9000' 
x slope:  57  percent 
aspect:  N-E 

VEGETATION  TYPES 

upper  slopes  - lodgepole  pine 
lower  slopes  - ponderosa  pine 

Additional  Comments: 
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PROJECT  - BLACK  MOUNTAIN 


Location: 

SW1/4  Section  16 

SE1/4  Section  19  T.  27  N.,  R.  71  W. 
NE1/4NE1/4  Section  20 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 


1.  To  create  and/or  improve  summer  and  year-round  sheep  range. 
BURN  OBJECTIVES 

1*  Decrease  forest  canopy  cover  by  80  percent  to  reduce  visual 

barriers  and  increase  escape  cover. 

2.  Reduce  shrub  cover  by  60-70  percent. 

3.  Increase  grass  forage  production  by  60  percent  in  2-3  years. 
SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 

160  acres  - State  of  Wyoming 

200  acres  - USFS 

360 

TOPOGRAPHY 


elevation  range:  7250'-8030' 
average  slope:  59  percent 
aspect:  S to  SE 

VEGETATION  TYPES 


Conifer  overstory  - ponderosa  pine  at  lower  elevations  to  lodgepole  pine  and 
spruce  fir  at  higher  elevations. 

Additional  Comments: 


PROTECT  - ROCK  MOUNTAIN 

(3  separate  burn  areas) 
Location : 


Unit 

No.  1 

- Section  28  T. 

28 

N. 

, R 

. 71 

W. 

Unit 

No.  2 

- NENE 

Section 

32 

NW1/4 

Section 

33 

T. 

28 

N.  , 

R.  71 

W. 

Unit 

No.  3 

SE1/4 

Section 

33 

T. 

28 

N., 

R.  71 

W. 

NENW 

Section 

4 

NWNE 

Section 

4 

T. 

27 

N., 

R.  71 

W. 

NENE 

Section 

4 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 

Burn  No.  1: 

1.  To  open  a migration  corridor  and  create  and/or  enhance  summer, 

yearlong  and  lambing  habitat  for  sheep. 

Burn  No.  2: 

1.  To  create  and/or  improve  winter  habitat  for  sheep. 

Burn  No.  3: 

1.  To  create  and/or  improve  yearlong  habitat  for  sheep. 
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BURN  OBJECTIVES 


Objectives  in  all  three  burns  are  to  decrease  forest  canopy  by  70-80  percent, 
decrease  shrub  cover  by  60-70  percent  and  increase  grass  forage  production  by 
60-70  percent. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 


Burn 

No.  1 

40 

acres  - Private 

600 

acres  - USFS 

Burn 

No.  2 

200 

acres  - USFS 

Burn 

No.  3 

120 

acres  - USFS 

TOPOGRAPHY 

Burn 

No.  1 

elevation  range:  5900'-7200' 
average  slope:  30  percent 
aspect:  N 

Burn  No.  2 


elevation  range:  6600'-7200' 
average  slope:  27  percent 
aspect:  S 

Burn  No.  3 


elevation  range:  6700'-7100' 

average  slope:  30  percent 

aspect:  Ridgetop  - E,  W and  S aspects 

VEGETATION  TYPES 


All^three  burns  are  varying  mixtures  of  ponderosa  pine  and  mixed  shrub. 
Additional  Comments: 


PROTECT  - TRETHWAY 

Location: 

NW  Section  2:  T.  27  N.,  R.  73  W. 

NE  Section  2:  T.  27  N.,  R.  73  W. 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 

1.  To  enhance  bighorn  sheep  summer  range. 
SPECIFIC  OBJECTIVES 


1.  Remove  conifer  overstory  by  70%. 
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2.  Reduce  mixed  mountain  shrub  coverage  by  50%. 

3.  Promote  grass  production  by  60-70%. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 

300  acres  - USFS 
TOPOGRAPHY 


elevation  ranges  7700'-8200' 
x slope:  23  percent 
aspect:  SE 

VEGETATION  TYPE 

mixed  ponderosa  woodland/mixed  mountain  foothills  shrubs 
Additional  Comments: 


PROTECT  - SAWTOOTH 

Location: 

Section  22 

E Section  15  T.  28  N,  R.  73  W. 

SE  Section  10 
SW  Section  11 

MANAGEMENT  GOALS 

1.  To  increase  bighorn  sheep  summer  range;  and 

2.  To  create  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas. 

SPECIFIC  OBJECTIVES 

1.  Remove  ponderosa  pine  overstory  by  75  percent. 

2.  Increase  grass  production  by  70  percent. 

SIZE  AND  OWNERSHIP 

600-1,000  acres  - USFS 
TOPOGRAPHY 

elevation  range:  6600'-8000' 
x slope:  20-25  percent 
aspect:  N/NW/E 

VEGETATION  TYPES 

1.  ponderosa  pine  forest 

2.  lodgepole  pine  forest 

Additional  Comments: 
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Visitor  Management  in  the  HMP  Area 


The  majority  of  visitors  that  will  enter  the  HMP  Area  will  be  recreationists  and 
hunters  (see  .37C).  The  recreation  manac  ment  decisions  in  the  GDRA  RMP  and  the  PRRA 
RMP  meet  legal  requirements  for  the  healtn  and  safety  of  visitors  and  mitigate 
conflicts  with  other  uses.  Visitor  management  in  the  HMP  Area  for  the  BLM  includes 
emergency  services,  information  and  interpretation  services,  and  visitor  and  resource 
protection. 


.34A.5.a  Emergency  Services 

The  GDRA  and  PRRA  Fire  personnel  respond  to  all  emergency  fire,  first-aid  and  other 
emergency  services  that  may  occur  in  the  HMP  Area.  Map  8 illustrates  the  locations 
of  specialized  emergency  services  for  the  area.  Local  and  State  services  are  also 
utilized  if  necessary.  The  BLM  office  has  a policy  that  all  personnel  working  in  the 
HMP  Area  must  report  to  the  designated  office  two  (2)  times  per  day  to  ensure  that 
the  people  are  safe  and  accounted  for. 

.34A.5.b  Information  and  Interpretation  Services 

This  segment  of  the  HMP  describes  any  management  actions  related  to  information  and 
interpretation  that  have  been  and  are  to  be  taken  to  resolve  identified  issues  (e.g. 
safsty,  recreation  opportunities)  and  to  maximize  the  effectiveness  of  other  kinds  of 
management  actions  (e.g.  off-road  vehicle  designation,  visitor  protection).  At  this 
time,  there  are  not  any  recreation  site  development  plans  for  this  HMP  Area  (see  Map 
9)  in  the  GDRA.  In  addition,  there  are  not  any  special  recreation  management  areas 
as  well  (see  Map  10).  There  are  general  management  objectives  in  the  GDRA  RMP  that 
are  stated  to  ensure  the  continued  availability  of  outdoor  recreational 
opportunities.  There  are  opportunities  for  potential  recreation  and  information 
interpretive  sites  (e.g.  Watchable  Wildlife  signs)  to  be  proposed  for  the  area  in  the 
future  depending  upon  availability  of  funding  and  the  overall  direction  of  ecosystem 
management  in  relation  to  public  uses  of  valuable  resources.  Any  recreational 
activities  that  do  occur  within  the  HMP  Area  must  adhere  to  all  applicable  local. 
State,  and  Federal  laws,  rules  and  regulations  as  stated  in  the  GDRA  RMP  and  the  PRRA 
RMP. 

Consistent  with  the  Wyoming  BLM  access  policy,  the  BLM  will  pursue  opportunities  to 
acquire  or  maintain  legal  access  in  portions  of  the  HMP  Area  (see  Map  11).  This  will 
be  administered  in  a coordinated  effort  between  the  BLM,  USFS,  WGFD , and  interested 
applicable  parties.  Additional  access  needs  will  be  considered  as  they  are 
identified  or  as  opportunities  arise. 

At  this  time  there  are  not  any  off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  plans  that  are  prepared  for  the 
HMP  Area  in  which  visitor  management  applications  can  be  applied  (see  Map  12).  If  a 
site-specific  EA  requires  an  ORV  implementation  plan,  or  possible  permenant/seasonal 
road  closures,  then  it  will  be  coordinated  with  owners  of  adjacent  properties, 
interested  individuals,  organizations,  and  other  agencies.  In  the  general  planning 
area,  with  some  exceptions,  the  area  is  open  to  use  of  motorized  over-the-snow 
vehicles,  provided  that  they  do  not  adversely  affect  the  wildlife  or  vegetation.  All 
other  motorized  vehicle  use  in  the  GDRA  and  Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area  is  limited  to 
existing  roads  and  trails.  There  are  not  any  exceptions  to  this  rule  in  the  HMP  Area 
at  this  time,  however,  they  may  be  determined  as  necessary  if  warrented  and  will  be 
acted  upon  after  public  disclosure  and  consent. 

.34A.5.C  Visitor  and  Resource  Protection 

The  GDRA  RMP  does  identify  managemnet  actions  related  to  visitor  and  resource 
protection  that  have  been  and  are  to  be  taken  to  resolve  identified  issues  such  as 
hazards  and  protection  of  sensitive  resources.  The  process  of  protection  that  occurs 
utilizes  Standard  Mitigation  Guidelines  (see  Appendix  VIII)  that  are  integrated  into 
the  RMP  process  and  will  therefore  be  integrated  into  the  site-specific  environmental 
analysis  (EA)  process  for  each  habitat  project  area  (15  total)  in  the  HMP.  The 
application  of  the  standard  mitigation  guidelines  to  all  surface  and  other  human 
presence  disturbance  activities  concerning  the  BLM-administered  public  lands  and 
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A DEVELOPED  RECREATION  SITES 

1 Pryor  Flat 

2 Dugway 

3 Taton  Reservoir 

4 Encampment  River 

5 Bennett  Peak 

6 Corral  Creek 


I UNDEVELOPED  RECREATION  SITE 

7 Nine  Mile  Hill 

8 Big  Creek 


• PROPOSED  RECREATION  SITE 
Q Prospect  Creek 

10  Shirley  Mountains 
1 1 Jelm  Mountain 


M*p  9 

RECREATION  SITES 
Graat  Divide  Resource  Management  Plai 
November,  1990 
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*******  Continental  Divide  National  Scenic  Trail 

Map  10 

SPECIAL  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 
Great  Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 
November,  1990 
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••♦♦♦♦  Continental  Oivide  Trail 

1 Elk  Mountain 

2 Shirley  Mountains 

3 Miller  Hill 

4 Atlantic  Rim 

5 Rawlins  Uplift 


8 Woodedge 

9 Seven  Mile 

10  Little  Medicine 

11  Toltec 

12  North  Laramie  River 

13  Pine  Mountain-Split  Rock 


16  Seminoe-Pathfinder  Reservoirs 

17  Ferris  Mountains 


Map  11 

AREAS  OF  ACCESS  NEED 
Great  Divide  Resource  Managment  Pla 
November,  1990 
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ORV  Travel  Limited  to  Open  Sand  Areas  West 
of  the  Highway  and  Existing  Roads  and  Trails 

ORV  Travel  Limited  to  Designated  Roads  and  Trails 

Closed  to  ORVs  from  Dec  1 • April  30 

Closed  to  all  Vehicles  from  Nov.  16  • April  30 

Closed  to  all  Vehicles  Yearlong 

I I 

ORV  Travel  Limited  to  Existing  Roads  and  Trails 


West  Seminoe  and  Dune  Ponds 

Adobe  Town  (See  Adobe  Town-Ferris  Mtns.  Wilderness  FEIS) 
Encampment  River  Canyon  (See  Great  Divide  Wilderness  FEIS) 
Encampment  River  Trail  (See  Great  Divide  Wilderness  FEIS) 


Ferris  Mountains  (See  Adobe  Town  Ferris  Mtns  Wilderness  FEIS) 
Pennock  Mountains  Wildlife  Habitat  Area 
Wick  Brothers  Wildlife  Habitat  Area 


Map  12 

OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  DESIGNATION 


Great  Divide  Resource  Management  Plai 

November.  1990 


resources,  past  present,  and  future,  will  provide  more  uniformity  in  the  mitigation 
process . 

The  purpose  ofthe  guidelines  used  to  protect  resources  from  human  disturbance  are  (1) 
to  reserve,  for  the  BLM,  the  right  to  modify  the  operations  of  all  surface  and  other 
human  presence  disturbance  activities  as  part  of  the  statutory  requirements  for 
environmental  protection,  and  (2)  to  inform  a potential  lessee,  permitee,  or  operator 
of  the  requirements  that  must  be  met  when  using  BLM-administered  public  lands.  These 
guidelines  have  been  written  in  a format  that  will  allow  for  (1)  their  direct  use  as 
stipulations,  and  (2)  the  addition  of  specific  or  specialized  mitigation  following 
the  submission  of  a detailed  plan  of  development  or  other  project  proposal  (activity 
plans  for  the  15  sites),  and  an  EA.  The  individual  EAs  that  will  be  written  within 
the  HMP  Area  currently  without  a standardized  set  of  permit  or  operation  stipulations 
can  use  the  mitigation  guidelines  as  stipulations  or  as  conditions  of  approval,  or 
as  a baseline  for  devloping  specific  stipulations  for  a given  activity  or  project. 

.34A.6  Planned  Actions  HMP  Progress  Report 

Table  2 depicts  the  HMP  Progress  Report  for  the  Planned  Actions  segment  of  the  HMP. 
This  will  be  assessed  and  completed  on  a periodic  basis.  This  table  also  appears  in 
the  Objectives  (see  .33)  and  Evaluation/Monitoring  (see  .35)  portions  of  the  HMP. 


.34B  Information  Sources  to  Support  Actions 

This  portion  of  the  HMP  discusses  pertinent  sport  harvest  techniques  or  other 
population  management  programs  as  they  are  defined  by  the  State  Wildlife  Agency 
( WGFD ) and  are  pertinent  to  the  success  of  the  HMP.  The  WGFD  is  responsible  for 
managing  and  regulating  resident  wildlife  populations.  Since  the  major  objective  of 
this  HMP  is  to  increase  the  size  and  improve  the  viability  of  bighorn  sheep,  the 
population  management  program  for  this  species,  as  practiced  by  the  WGFD,  will  be 
discussed.  Individual  EAs  for  each  project  area  will  discuss  relevant  planned 
population  rehabilitation  programs,  introductions,  reestabllishments , and  wildlife 
release  porgrams  proposed  by  the  WGFD  at  the  time  those  documents  are  prepared.  This 
has  to  be  completed  at  that  level  since  populations  are  dynamic  and  time  spans  will 
be  in  effect  which  could  alter  decisions  contrary  to  any  desired  outcomes  if  done  in 
advance. 

The  post-season  population  objective  for  the  Laramie  Peak  Bighorn  Sheep  Herd  is  500 
sheep.  A population  model  utilizing  the  most  recent  data  was  analyzed  by  the  WGFD 
for  this  herd  from  June  1992  to  May  1993.  The  POP-II  model  was  used  which  assumes 
that  no  natural  mortality  occurs  during  the  hunting  season  from  Sept . 1 - Oct.  31. 

This  model,  although  based  on  limited  data,  reveals  a decline  in  population  numbers 
from  216  (1988-1992  averages);  188  (1992);  to  168  (proposed  1993),  an  11%  decrease. 
Post-season  classifications  reflected  ratios  of  12  rams/100  ewes/21  lambs  in  1992 
compared  to  26  rams/100  ewes/46  T.ambs  in  1991.  It  must  be  noted  that  the  particular 
habitats  for  bighorn  sheep  within  the  HMP  Area  are  remote  and  rugged,  therefore, 
several  sub-herds  may  not  be  totally  accounted  for  since  they  are  difficult  to 
survey;  data  collection  and  sightings  frequently  seem  to  be  by  chance  rather  than  a 
product  of  effort. 

Relative  to  harvest /hunter  statistics,  in  the  Laramie  Peak  DAU  Area  (see  Map  6)  the 
bighorn  sheep  harvest  has  declined  from  1983-1993,  and  has  only  been  averaging  2.2 
rams  over  the  past  five  (5)  years.  Harvest  peaked  in  1983  at  seven  (7)  rams.  The 
1993  hunting  season  prescribed  four  (4)  licenses.  Between  1988-1992  a total  of  31.0 
rams  were  taken  during  the  hunting  season.  Although  there  appears  to  be  an  adequate 
supply  of  rams  at  this  time,  the  mobility  and  distribution  of  rams,  the  restricted 
public  access,  and  the  ruggeddness  of  Hunt  Area  19  are  some  major  factors 
contributing  to  the  fluctuations  in  the  ram  harvest.  The  1992  hunter  success  rate 
was  only  25%  (the  lowest  since  1986)  compared  to  the  1991  success  rate  of  75%.  A 50% 
success  rate  was  expected  for  the  1993  hunt.  Hunters  spent  41  days/ram  obtained  in 
1992  compared  to  24.3  days/ram  in  1991. 

WGFD  personnel,  hired  through  the  Wyoming  Cooperative  Fish  and  Wildlife  Research  Unit 
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(Aug.  1989-June  1992)  and  BLM  volunteers  in  cooperation  with  the  WGFD,  through  the 
GDRA  (July  1994)  have  been  documenting  sheep  herd  sizes  in  the  Laramie  Peak  Range. 

The  sample  sizes  from  the  BLM  observations  are  smaller  in  scope  than  those  of  the 
WGFD.  Although  research  supports  a minimal  harvest  of  rams,  the  population  appears 
to  be  declining  due  to  non-hunting  mortality  and  lowered  recruitment  rates.  The 
distribution  of  bighorn  sheep,  access  restrictions,  habitat  characteristics  (i.e. 
rugged  terraine),  and  lack  of  funding  limit  data  collection  concerning  these  herds. 
Local  residents,  outfitters,  and  sheep  hunters  reported  an  overall  decline  in  sheep 
numbers  since  1983. 

Low  lamb/ewe  ratios  and  declining  ram/ewe  ratios  suggest  that  relatively  few  rams  are 
being  recruited.  In  addition,  significant  lamb  mortality  appears  to  occur  after 
prehunt  data  are  collected  and  prior  to  posthunt  data  collection.  Currently,  high 
lamb  mortality  has  been  documented  for  the  Laramie  Peak  sub-herds  in  the  late  summer 
and  fall  for  1986,  1989,  1990,  and  1992.  Poor  nutrition  affecting  the  lactating  ewes 
with  lambs  has  been  hypothesized  as  a factor  affecting  lamb  survival.  Studies  show 
that  sheep  living  in  higher  quality  forage  habitats  have  higher  lamb  production  and 
survival  characteristics  versus  those  sub-herds  located  in  low  quality  forage 

ion  areas.  Documentation  also  shows  that  there  is  a displacement  of  ewes  with 
lambs  from  the  riparian  zone  on  creeks  (e.g.  Duck  Creek)  to  slopes  with  lower  quality 
forage  when  cattle  are  present.  Lamb  mortalities  that  are  reported  are  probably  a 
result  of  poor  milk  production  from  ewes  and  overall  weaker  lambs.  Weak  lambs  or 
ewes  with  lambs  may  be  predisposed  to  more  predation  and  diseases,  which  effect  the 
universal  viability  of  the  herds. 

In  its  present  condition,  the  Laramie  Peak  DAU  has  good  quality,  well— distributed 
sheep  habitat  for  small,  isolated  herds,  but  will  require  more  open— grass/shrub-grass 
habitats  near  rocky  outcrops  to  remain  stable  and  increase  in  size  and  viability. 
Currently , breeding  and  lambing  areas  are  restricted  with  too  much  overstory  being 
present,  therefore,  these  need  to  be  opened  up  and  increased  in  size.  Travel 
corridors  for  sheep  are  also  restricted  which  force  populations  to  become  isolated. 
This  affects  genetic  diversity  and  multiple  herd  development.  The  lack  of  sufficient 
amounts  of  suitable,  open  habitat  stresses  sheep,  limits  the  amount  of  available 
forage,  restricts  movement  between  important  seasonal  ranges,  and  denies  intermixing 
of  local  population  concentrations. 


.34C  Water  Right  Considerations 

Before  the  Bureau  allocates  funds  for  maintenance,  development,  or  construction  of 
any  water-related  facilities  involving  nonreserved  water  for  which  a State 
appropriative  water  right  is  required,  the  Bureau  must  determine  whether  the  United 
states  can  obtain  the  State  water  right.  In  the  State  of  Wyoming  there  is  a minimum 
threshold  of  °X"  acre  feet  that  require  water  rights.  At  this  point  in  time,  there 
are  not  any  anticipated  projects  that  will  require  large  amounts  of  water  that  will 
surpase  this  threshold.  The  largest  probable  project  will  involve  water  catchments 
(collecting  rainwater)  that  do  not  require  specific  State  water  rights.  If  any 
projects  surpass  the  permissable  limit,  then  it  will  be  assessed  at  the  EA  level  for 
each  site-specific  proposed  project  area, 
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.35  Evaluation  and  Monitoring 


A description  of  studies  and  analyses  used  to  evaluate  and  monitor  progress  of 
planned  actions  to  accomplish  the  objectives  in  .33  must  be  stated  to  thoroughly 
understand,  evaluate  and  monitor  the  success  rate  of  all  of  the  completed 
programs  in  the  HMP.  Form  6780-2  (Table  2)  summarizes  relative  objectives  and 
planned  actions  within  site-specific  project  proposals  (15  total)  and  programs. 
Since  the  HMP  is  a general  document  to  describe  the  entire  habitat  management 
area,  and  individual  EAs  will  be  written  for  each  site-specif ic  project  proposal 
area,  then  the  estimates  of  personnel,  workmonths,  season,  and  costs  needed  on 
an  annual  basis  to  achieve  evaluation  and  monitoring  of  projects  will  be 
completed  at  the  EA  level.  Some  EAs  may  not  be  prepared  for  several  years, 
therefore,  with  changing  intervals  and  economics  an  analyses  involving  these 
topics  will  become  obsolete  and  inefficient  if  prepared  in  1993. 

There  will  be  several  different  types  of  inventories  that  will  be  completed  for 
each  site-specific  EA.  Inventories  for  bighorn  sheep  habitat  requirements 
include  forage  quantity  and  quality  (winter,  spring,  summer  range)  and  proximity 
to  escape  terrain,  water  sources  near  escape  terrain,  salt/mineral  licks, 
visibility  quantity  and  quality  (vegetation  types/tree-shrub  crown  cover),  escape 
terrain  (areas  within  -825  feet  near  steep,  rocky  terrain,  with  >80%  slope), 
thermal  habitats,  and  use  of  migration  corridors.  The  inventories  that  will  be 
used  to  assess  bighorn  sheep  and  range  conditions  and  conflicts  include  abundance 
of  steep  escape  terrain,  abundance  of  vegetation  types  that  are  in  low  growing 
open  areas  known  to  provide  sheep  forage  (near  escape  terrain),  abundance  of 
southerly  aspects,  annual  precipitation  and  presence  of  reliable  water  sources, 
and  absence  of  livestock  and  other  human  activities  and  development  that  would 
threaten  sheep  and  sheep  habitat.  Inventories  for  bighorn  sheep  populations 
include  relative  density-trend  counts  for  population  sizes  and  sex-age 
structures,  census-classifications  summing  the  maximum  unduplicated  count  for 
each  class,  and  structure/sex-age  categories  that  include  lambs,  yearling  males, 
yearling  females,  ewes,  and  four  classes  of  rams  based  on  3/4  curl  horn 
increments.  These  are  all  coded  in  Table  2 according  to  Inventory  Habitat  (IH), 
Inventory  Range  (IR),  and  Inventory  Population  (IP).  Throughout  the  life  of  this 
plan,  when  specific  planned  actions  are  determined,  the  codes  will  be  added  to 
the  evaluation/monitoring  column  in  Table  2 for  each  site-specific  planned  area 
(EA). 

Monitoring  components  of  the  HMP  include  assessing  the  changes  in  the  quantity 
and  quality  of  the  various  inventories,  and  assessing  the  changes  in  use.  These 
are  also  coded  in  Table  2 as  Monitoring  Habitat  (MH),  Monitoring  Range  (MR),  and 
Monitoring  Population  (MP).  Again,  these  activities  will  be  incorporated  into 
the  document  when  planning  occurs  for  a site-specific  area  (EA)  . 

.35. Aii  Special  Studies  - Laramie  Peak  Bighorn  Sheep  Study 

The  Laramie  Peak  Bighorn  Sheep  Study  was  initiated  on  July  1,  1989.  The  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  Department  (WGFD)  funded  the  study.  Dan  Hengel  was  hired  through 
the  Wyoming  Cooperative  Fish  and  Wildlife  Research  Unit  as  the  primary  researcher 
on  the  project.  Intensive  field  work  began  in  late  August  of  1989.  Field  work 
on  the  study  ended  in  June  1992  and  a final  report  was  expected  in  1993,  but  to 
date  has  not  yet  been  completed.  The  WGFD  is  expected  to  have  a report  in  the 
near  future. 

Seasonal  movements,  distribution  and  habitat  use  were  determined  by  following 
telemetered  sheep  on  a yearlong  basis  using  ground  and  aerial  surveys.  The  sheep 
were  ear  tagged  as  well,  blood  samples  and  body  measurements  were  taken  to 
determine  population  composition,  productivity  and  population  dynamics.  A total 
of  fifteen  (15)  ewes  were  captured  during  the  study.  Lamb  mortality  factors  were 
investigated.  Fecal  samples  were  taken  to  determine  the  rate  of  lungworm 
infestation.  Nutritional  quality  of  the  sheep  diets  and  forage  habits  were 
determined  from  fecal  pellet  analyses  and  feeding  site  examinations.  Competition 
for  space  and  forage  between  bighorn  sheep  and  other  ungulates  was  also 
documented. 


63 


o 


9 


Results  of  portions  of  the  study  were  reported  in  1992  at  the  Biennial  Symposium 
of  the  Northern  Wild  Sheep  and  Goat  Council  and  are  as  follows: 

Population  Dynamics,  Seasonal  Distribution  and  Movement  Patterns  of  the 

Laramie  Peak  Bighorn  Sheep  Herd  (Hengel  et  al.,  1992) 

Abstract:  Radio- collared  adult  bighorn  sheep  ewes  and  associates  were 
relocated  from  fall  1989  to  spring  1992.  The  Laramie  Peak  bighorn  sheep 
herd  appears  to  be  stable  to  declining  based  on  herd  unit  numbers  and  sex- 
ratios.  Annual  adult  ewe  mortality  was  10.8%.  Mortality  of  three  radio- 
instrumented  ewes  was  caused  from  a fall,  from  Pasteurella  sp.,  and  from 
coyotes.  Lambing  rates  were  as  high  as  75%,  but  lamb  survival  was  33%  or 
less.  Lungworm  infection  levels  were  higher  than  levels  found  in  other 
sheep  herds  in  Wyoming.  Ewes  exhibited  movements  greater  than  51  km  from 
wintering  areas  to  lambing  areas.  Bighorn  ewes  exhibited  a social 
intolerance  of  domestic  livestock  when  cattle  were  grazing  in  riparian 
areas . 

The  BLM  also  had  two  (2)  seasonal  SCA  students  tracking  bighorn  sheep  populations 
in  the  Laramie  range  in  July  1994.  The  time  span  for  this  project  was  only  3 
weeks,  therefore  data  was  limited.  Sheep  were  found  to  be  in  isolated  pockets 
throughout  the  range.  There  was  a definite  display  of  competition  in  the 
riparian  areas  between  sheep  and  livestock.  Livestock  displaced  sheep  to  poorer 
quality  forage  habitat  areas.  There  were  few  lambs  found  at  this  time.  A report 
has  been  filed  with  the  WGFD  in  August  1994. 

•35. B.  Evaluation/Monitorina  Annual  Costs 

The  Laramie  Peak  HMP  is  an  umbrella  document  in  which  individual  EAs  will  be 
written  and  implemented  for  the  fifteen  (15)  habitat  improvement  projects  for 
bighorn  sheep  (see  .34A.2).  Since  this  document  encompasses  an  extremely  large 
acreage  of  land  and  some  of  the  projects  may  not  be  implemented  for  years  to 
come,  a true  representation  of  estimates  of  personnel,  workmonths,  season,  and 
costs  would  not  be  accurate  at  this  level  of  documentation.  These  analyses  will 
be  completed  at  the  EA  level  for  each  area  project  on  a site-specific  basis. 

The  RMP  requires  that  certain  evaluation  and  monitoring  analyses  be  completed  for 
the  Resource  Area.  These  activities  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  inventories 
on  raptors,  prairie  dog  towns,  sage/sharp-tailed  grouse,  mule  deer,  elk  and 
riparian  habitats.  The  major  inventory  that  must  be  completed  for  each  project 
area  focuses  on  bighorn  sheep.  Monitoring  studies  include  those  on  elk,  bighorn 
sheep,  and  riparian  habitats.  Form  6780-2  (Table  2)  describes  a general  outline 
of  the  estimated  dates,  activities,  and  costs  of  the  15  project  activities  within 
the  HMP  Area.  It  must  be  noted  that  these  are  merely  estimates  and  can  be 
modified  at  any  time  to  reflect  the  most  current  information  pertaining  to  local, 
state,  and  federal  economics  at  that  time. 
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.36  Habitat  Management  Plan  Progresa  Report 

After  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  Objectives  (.33),  Planned  Actions  (.34  A-C),  and 
Evaluation  and  Monitoring  (.35)  efforts  have  been  prepared  and  included  on  Form 
6780-2  (see  Table  2),  then  the  Progress  report  immediately  follows.  This  is  also 
Form  6780-2,  but  the  progress  and  completion  dates  of  the  individual  project 
activities  are  documented  on  this  form.  Since  this  section  basically  outlines 
progress  throughout  the  HMP,  Then  Table  2 will  also  be  placed  here  for  a quick 
reference  to  this  issue.  This  provides  Resource  Area  specialists  and  management 
personnel  the  opportunity  to  view  and  compare  these  three  (3)  principle  HMP 
sections  together  and  verify  their  coordination.  It  also  permits  all  parties  to 
"track”  HMP  progress  throughout  it's  implementation. 

Many  factors  must  be  considered  when  planning,  implementing,  and  evaluating 
numerous  project  activities  (15  total)  for  an  area  as  large  as  the  Laramie  Peak 
HMP  Area.  Since  many  of  these  projects  may  not  take  effect  for  several  years, 
and  ecosystems  are  so  dynamic,  the  processes  for  evaluation  and  monitoring  may 
change.  As  societies'  attitudes  change  regarding  wildlife  and  their  habitats, 
as  well  as  the  impacts  humans  have  on  wildlife  and  associated  habitats,  there  may 
even  be  changes  in  the  individual  project  plans  and  overall  objectives.  Events 
such  as  this  must  always  be  considered  when  dealing  with  a 10-15  year  HMP.  As 
stated  before,  the  major  goal  of  the  HMP  is  to  improve  bighorn  sheep  habitats  and 
maintain  viable  populations  throughout  the  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest  and 
adjacent  BLM  lands. 

Other  project  activities  such  as  in-stream  structures,  aquatic  wetland 
improvements  (plantings),  riparian  improvement  fencing,  waterfowl  nesting 
structures,  prescribed  burns  and  upland  fencing  modifications  may  take  place 
throughout  the  HMP  Area  to  improve  habitat  for  not  only  bighorn  sheep,  but  a 
diversity  of  wildlife  as  well.  Inventories/monitoring  of  other  wildlife  species 
may  also  occur  in  addition  to  the  major  inventory  and  monitoring  for  bighorn 
sheep.  As  stated  above,  Table  2 will  also  be  placed  in  this  section  for  an 
overall  progress  report  of  the  HMP. 
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Form  6780-2 


UNITED  ATES 

DEPARTMENT  ( iE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LA...,  MANAGEMENT 


TABLE  2 HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

Laramie  Peak  HMP 

1.  Improve  the 
distribution  of 
bighorn  sheep 
populations  and 
associated  genetic 
diversity  by 
increasing  the  herd 
numbers  from  173 
sheep  (1993)  to  500 
sheep  (2010). 

2.  Identify,  protect, 
and  enhance  bighorn 
sheep  habitat; 
improve/ increase 

5 quantity  and  quality 

> of  vegetation/ forage 

areas  by 

approximately  9,000+ 
acres . 

3.  Pursuit  of  land 
exchanges/ legal 
public  access, 
improve  hunter 
success 

rates/distribution, 

improve 

recreational  uses. 

Laramie  Peak  HMP  - General 
“ I 

Prescribed  burns; 

Small  commercial  logging; 
Firewood  sales  for  habitat 
improvement  and  diversity. 

Fence  modifications  for 
wildlife  movements. 

Aquatic/wetland  improvement 
using  fence  modifications, 
update  AMPs,  in-stream 
structures . 

Riparian  improvement: 
fencing/ in- st ream 
structures /vegetation 
plantings. 

Reservoir  development: 
waterfowl  nesting 
structures . 

i 

•1 

INVENTORIES: 

Bighorn  sheep  habitat 

requirements : 

(1IH)  Forage 

quantity /quality 
(winter,  spring, 
summer  range )- 
proximity  to  escape 
terrain; 

(2IH)  Water  sources  near 
escape  terrain; 

( 3IH)  Salt/mineral  licks; 

(4IH)  Visibilty 

quant ity/qual ity- 
vegetation 

types/tree, shrub  crown 
cover; 

(5IH)  Escape  terrain  (areas 
within  ~ 825  ft. 
steep,  rocky  terrain- 
>80%  slope ) ; 

( 6IH)  Thermal  habitats; 

( 7IH ) Use  of  migration 
corridors 

(routes, visibility)  . 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1.  Lift  fpeciflc  HMP  objective!  ft  developed  from  RMP/MFP  plfnning  document!  or  ti  otherwiie  approved. 

2.  Lift  fpecific  planned  action!  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  apecific  objective. 

3.  Lift  fchedule  evaluation/monitoring  itudy(i)  planned  to  evaluate  accompliahmenti. 

4.  Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  ftudy  ai  accompliahed. 


Form  6780-2 


UNITED 
DEPARTMENT  C 
BUREAU  OF  LA.. 


ATES 

IE  INTERIOR 
MANAGEMENT 


TABLE  2 HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

r 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

4.  Facilitate  habitat 
manipulation 
projects  through 
vegetation 
treatments, 
prescribed  burns, 
firewood  sales, 
small  commercial 
logging  operations. 

O 

~v| 

Bighorn  sheep  range 

(HR)  Abundance  of  steep 
escape  terrain; 

(2IR)  Abundance  of 

vegetation  types  that 
are  low  growing/open 
and  known  to  provide 
sheep  forage-near 
escape  terrain; 

(3IR)  Abundance  of  southerly 
aspects;  * 

(4IR)  Annual  precipitation 
and  presence  of 

„ reliable  water 

i sources; 

(5IR)  Absence  of  livestock 
and  other  human 
activities /development 
that  would  threaten 
sheep  and  sheep 
habitat . 

Bighorn  sheep  population 

measurements : 

(IIP)  Relative  density- 
trend  counts  for 
population  sizes,  sex- 
age  structure; 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1 . Liu  *pecific  HMP  objective*  *•  developed  from  RMP/MFP  planning  document*  or  *•  otherwise  approved. 

2.  Liu  apecific  planned  action*  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  apecific  objective. 

3.  Liu  tchedule  evaluation/monitoring  *tudy(*)  planned  to  evaluate  accompliahmenta. 

4.  Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  Uudy  a*  accompliahed. 


o 
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Form  67*0-2 


UNITE*  TATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

TABLE  2 HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 


05 

00 


DATE 

COMPLETED 


PLANNED  ACTIONS 


DATE 
COMPLETED 


EVALUATION/MONITORING 


iBighom  ihatp  population 
■uaurmnti  continued  t 

(2IP)  Census-clasaif ications 
summing  the  maximum 
unduplicated  count  for 

each  class; 

(3IP)  Structure-aex-age 
categories:  lambs, 
yearling  males, 
yearling  females, 
ewes,  four  classes  of 
rams  based  on  3/4  curl 
horn  increments. 


MONITORING: 


habitat 


Bighorn  sheep 
requirements  t 

Changes  in  quantity/quality 
( 1MH ) ( 4MH ) ; 

Changes  is  use 
( 2MH) (3MH) ( 5MH ) ( 6MH) ( 7MH) 

Bighorn  sheep  range 
assessments: 

cjhanges  in  quantity/quality 
(2MR) (4MR) 

Changes  in  use 
(1MR) ( 2MP ) ( 3MP) 

Bighorn  sheep  population 

measurements : 

Changes  in  quantity/quality 
(IMP) (2MP) ( 3MP ) 


INSTRUCTIONS 

LiM  apecific  HMP  objective:  at  developed  from  RMP/MFP  planning  document:  or  aa  otherwiae  approved. 
Li  at  apccific  planned  actiona  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  apecific  objective. 

Liat  achedule  evaluation/ monitoring  atudy(a)  planned  to  evaluate  accompliahmenta. 

Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  atudy  aa  accompliahed. 


o 


o 


Form  6780-5 


OBJECTIVES 


1 . Remove  forest 
canopy  by  90%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  75%. 

1.  Reduce  conifer 
overstory  by  90-100%. 

2 . Reduce  shrub 
coverage  by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
production  by  75-80% 
within  3-5  yearB. 

1.  Reduce  forest  canopy 
by  90-100%  to  improve 
visibility  and  security 
for  wintering  sheep. 

2.  Reduce  shrub  cover 
05  by  60-70%. 

CO  3.  Increase  grass 
production  by  60-70% 
within  3-5  years. 

1.  Reduce  forest  canopy 
cover  by  70-80%  to 
increase  visibility 
range  and  provide 
escape  habitat  for 
sheep. 

2.  Increase  mixed  shrub 
cover  by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
forage  specieB 
production  by  60%  in  2- 
3 years. 


UNITI  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  . .0  MANAGEMENT 

HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


DATE 

COMPLETED 


PLANNED  ACTIONS 


Project:  SUGARLOAF 


Project:  REESE  MOUNTAIN 


Project:  SPLIT  ROCK 


Project:  GREEN  MOUNTAIN 


DATE 
COMPLETED 


EVALUATION/MONITORING 


DATE 
COMPLETED 


INSTRUCTIONS 

I Lie  »P«cific  HMP  objective.  n developed  from  RMP/MFP  pl.nnin*  document,  or  ..  otherwiae  approved. 

2.  Hit  (pecific  pl.nned  .clioni  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  specific  objective. 

3.  Lilt  achedule  evaluation/monitorin*  atudy(a)  pl.nned  to  evaluate  accompliihmenu. 

4.  Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  «tudy  a.  accompliahed . 
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UNITFT 

DEPARTMENT 


TATES 

THE  INTERIOR 


BUREAU  OF  MANAGEMENT 


HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

1.  Eliminate  conifer 
overetory  by  75%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  75%. 

Project:  BRITANIA 

1.  Decrease  forest 
canopy  cover  by  80% . 

2.  Decrease  mixed  shrub 
cover  by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
forage  production  by 

60%  within  2-3  years. 

Project:  BEAR  HEAD 

MOUNTAIN 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  70%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  60%. 

Project:  BEAR  CREEK 

1.  Remove  conifer 

1 over story  by  75%. 

2.  Promote  grass 
production  by  60-70%. 

Project:  SOUTH  MOUNTAIN 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  75%. 

2.  Promote  grass 
production  by  60-70%. 

Project:  LARAMIE  PEAK 

H , 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1 . Lift  specific  HMP  objective!  developed  from  RMP/MFP  planning  document!  or  at  otherwise  approved. 

2.  List  specific  planned  acliona  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  tpecific  objective. 

3.  Lit!  achedule  evaluation/monitoring  atudy(i)  planned  to  evaluate  accompliahmenta. 

4.  Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  study  at  accomplished. 
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Form  6780-2 


UNITED  ATES 

DEPARTMENT  C (E  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  Lu.  MANAGEMENT 


HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  60-75%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  50%. 

Project : 

LOST  CREEK 

4* 

1 

1.  Decrease  forest 
canopy  cover  by  80%  to 
reduce  visual  barriers 
and  increase  escape 
cover . 

2 . Reduce  shrub  cover 
by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
forage  production  by 

60%  in  2-3  years. 

Project : 

BLACK  MOUNTAIN 

1.  This  project  has 
three  (3)  burns  sites: 
the  objectives  in  all  3 

J burns  are  to  decrease 
forest  canopy  by  70- 
80%. 

2 . Decrease  shrub  cover 
by  60-70%. 

3.  Increase  grass 
forage  production  by 
60-70%. 

Project : 

ROCK  MOUNTAIN 

1 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  70%. 

2.  Reduce  mixed 
mountain  shrub  coverage 
by  50%. 

3.  Promote  grass 
production  by  60-70%. 

Project : 

TRETHWAY 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1 Lial  apecific  HMP  objeclivta  aa  developed  from  RMP/MFP  panning  documenta  or  aa  olherwiae  approved. 

2.  Li  at  specific  planned  actions  to  be  initiated  to  meet  each  apecific  objective. 

3.  Liat  schedule  evaluation/monitoring  aludy(a)  planned  to  evaluate  accomplishments. 

4.  Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  study  as  accomplished. 
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Form  6780-2 


UNITEr  ’ATES 

DEPARTMENT  HE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  MANAGEMENT 


HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  PROGRESS  REPORT 


OBJECTIVES 

DATE 

PLANNED  ACTIONS 

DATE 

EVALUATION/MONITORING 

DATE 

COMPLETED 

COMPLETED 

COMPLETED 

1 . Remove  ponderosa 
pine  overstory  by  75%. 

Project:  SAWTOOTH 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  70%. 

11  ! 

1.  Remove  conifer 
overstory  by  75-85%. 

2.  Increase  grass 
production  by  75%. 

Project:  ALBANY 

1 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1 . Liat  apecific  HMP  objective!  it  developed  from  RMP/MFP  planning  document!  or  aa  otherwiae  approved. 

2.  Liat  apecific  planned  action!  to  be  initialed  to  meet  each  apecific  objective. 

3.  Liat  achcdule  evaluation/monitoring  atudy(a)  planned  to  evaluate  accompli ahmenu. 

4.  Enter  completion  date  for  each  objective,  action,  or  evaluation/monitoring  atudy  aa  accompliahed. 
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.37  Coordination  with  Otbar  BLM  Programs,  Agencies,  and  Organisations 

Coordination  of  HMP  development  with  other  BLM  reeource  programs  is  necessary  to 
ensure  multiple-use  management  consistent  with  the  GDRA  RHP  and  prra  rmp 
decisions.  This  requires  scheduling  and  arrangement  for  timely  input  of  other 
concerned  disciplines  and  interests.  This  will  be  done  in  finer  detail  at  the 
EA  level  for  each  project  proposed.  If  and  when  other  resource  activity  plans 
are  implemented  in  the  HMP  Area,  correlation  and  cross-referencing  to  this  HMP 
and  associated  EAs  will  occur  to  ensure  that  priority  species  and  their  habitat 
management  objectives  are  properly  included. 

Individual  EAs  for  each  project  proposed  will  differ  depending  upon  location, 
agencies  and  environmental  groups  involved,  timing,  etc.,  therefore  it  is 
essential  that  at  that  time  all  the  interested  parties  are  contacted  and  the 
plans  are  openly  discussed.  The  following  sections  provide  the  basic  concept  for 
how  these  interrelationships  might  be  developed  and  presented. 

• 37A  Sllivlculture  Procedures 


The  two  most  predominate  forest  vegetation  types  in  the  area  are  the 
ponderosa  pine  and  the  Douglas-fir.  Each  type  is  named  after  the 
anticipated  climax  plant  species  for  the  site.  Ponderosa  pine  usually 
occurs  in  the  lower  elevation,  drier  sites.  Another  forest  type, 
woodland,  designates  forests  with  very  low  stocking  (usually  less  than  25 
percent  canopy  cover)  and  is  comprised  of  coniferous  trees  such  as 
ponderosa  pine,  limber  pine,  and  juniper. 

Recent  on-site  analysis  and  past  inventory  information  indicate  that  there 
has  been  a trend  of  steadily  increasing  trees  density.  This  trend  of 
higher  tree  density  has  been  commonly  noted  in  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas- 
fir  forests  throughout  the  Rocky  Mountain  region.  The  trend  has  been 
largely  attributed  to  either  the  direct  or  indirect  exclusion  of  low 
intensity  surface  fires.  These  surface  fires  served  the  functions  of 
controlling  tree  density,  recycling  nutrients,  retaining  low  levels  of 
dead  wood  biomass  in  the  area. 

Prior  to  the  influence  of  European  settlement,  low-intensity  fires 
occurred  in  ponderosa  pine  forests  between  every  10  to  60+  years.  The 
high  tree  density  prior  to  the  MPB  epidemic  and  the  accumulations  of 
needle  debris  indicate  that  fires  have  not  occurred  in  this  area  for  many 
years . 

The  exclusion  of  fire  was  probably  a major  contributing  factor  to  a MPB 
epidemic  that  occurred  in  the  mid  1980s.  The  lack  of  fires  result  in 
higher  tree  densities,  which  cause  greater  competition  between  the  trees 
for  water  and  nutrient  requirements.  When  a natural  disturbance  event 
like  the  MPB  epidemic  occurred,  the  stress  on  the  trees  from  excessive 
competition  caused  very  high  tree  mortality.  In  some  locations  within  the 
HMP  area  that  mortality  has  almost  reached  100  percent  of  the  large 
diameter  trees. 

Present  forest  conditions  are  undesireable  for  a number  of  reasons.  Where 
MPB  mortality  has  been  severe: 

(1)  The  rapid,  nearly  100  percent,  mortality  of  the  large-sized  ponderosa 
pine  has  limited  opportunities  for  successful  natural  reproduction, 
because  of  the  cyclic  cone  crops  inherent  to  ponderosa  pine.  Regeneration 
is  also  limited  to  some  extent  by  the  heavy  accummulations  of  dead  and 
down  trees.  The  majority  of  the  trees  that  survived  the  MPB  epidemic  are 
small-diametered,  but  not  necessarily  young.  Their  small  diameter  is  a 
reflection  of  past  suppression  by  the  larger,  dominant  trees.  This 
suppression  has  resulted  in  mis-formed  tree  crowns  with  low  crown  to  tree 
height  ratios.  Productivity,  in  terms  of  forest  growth,  is  poor  because 
of  the  mortality,  blowdown,  poor  quality  of  the  remaining  trees,  and  low 
regeneration  success.  Consequently,  from  a forest  growth  standpoint,  the 
productivity  of  the  area  is  far  below  potential. 
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(2)  The  dead  biomass  create*  a high  fuel  loading  for  the  area.  Current 
fuel  loading  in  many  location*  i*  eatimated  to  be  in  excess  of  40  ton*  per 
acr*«  Thi*  high  fuel  loading  could  result  in  unnaturally,  very  intense 
future  wildfire*  that  would  kill  the  remaining  live  trees,  which  could 
otherwise  survive  normal,  natural  fires.  These  intense  wildfires  could 
also  result  in  long-term  losses  in  site  productivity  through  deunage  to  the 
ao^-l  resource,  because  of  abnormally  high  fire  temperatures.  Intensive 
wildfires  could  easily  spread  to  the  neighboring,  higher  elevation 
Dougla8-fir  foreBt. 


(3)  Additionally,  the  standing  and  down  dead  biomass  restricts  viewing 
distances  for  bighorn  sheep,  which  restricts  opportunities  for  the  species 
to  utilize  the  area. 

Where  there  has  not  been  the  MPB  activity,  forest  conditions  are  still  not 
desireable  because  of  the  dense  stocking  of  trees.  In  addition  to 
restricting  big  horn  sheep  utilization  of  areas,  another  concern  is  the 
high  fuel  loading  of  the  living  biomass.  Past  fire  suppression  has 
allowed  these  areas  to  achieve  higher  stocking  levels  than  what  would 
occur  naturally.  Consequentially,  when  fires  do  occur,  they  would  be  of 
a higher  intensity  and  cause  long  term  losses  in  site  productivity. 

Therefore,  management  actions  are  needed  to  allow  these  forest  ecoystems 
to  recover  and  restore  itself  to  a more  natural,  healthier  condition.  The 
objectives  of  forest  management  for  this  area  are  to: 

a.  salvage  a resource  (wood  material)  while  it  still  retains 
economic  value. 

b.  restore  the  natural  functioning  of  these  forest  ecosystems. 

c.  provide  a healthy,  forested  landscape  for  human  and  wildlife 
benefits. 

Projects  would  most  likely  take  the  form  of  salvage  harvesting  operations 
in  beetle-killed  forest.  In  addition  to  achieving  a short  term  objective 
of  recovering  a natural  resource  for  human  use,  other  long  term  objectives 
of  the  projects  are  to  reduce  fuel  loadings  in  the  area,  improve 
vegetative  landscape  conditions  to  facilitate  future  prescribed  burning 
for  forest  and  wildlife  objectives,  and  remove  standing  biomass  to  improve 
site  distances  for  bighorn  sheep  on  site-specific  locations  to  increase 
sheep  use  in  the  area. 

The  proposed  activities  would  be  implemented  by  the  issuance  of  a timber 
sale  contract  with  applicable  stipulations.  Work  would  start  only  after- 
authorization is  granted.  The  work  would  involve  severing  the  trees  with 
chainsaws  or  mechanized  harvesters  at  a maximum  of  1 foot  above  the 
ground. 

Actual  harvesting  intensity  would  vary  throughout  the  area,  depending  on 
the  extent  of  mortality.  Harvested  trees  would  be  individually  selected. 
The  objective  is  to  remove  between  40  and  60  percent  of  the  standing  and 
down,  dead  trees. 

Merchantible  material  would  be  machine  skidded  to  landings  along  the 
existing  two-tracks  and  temporary  epur  roads.  The  material  would  then  be 
hauled  to  processing  facilities. 

Slash  disposal  method(s)  would  be  determined  after  further  on-site 
examination  and  would  depend  on  the  amount  of  slash.  Two  methods  that 
would  be  considered  are  limbing/ lopping  and  piling.  Regardless  of  the 
method  chosed,  slash  heights  over  18  inches  would  not  be  permitted.  To 
enhance  long  term  productivity  of  the  area,  about  10  to  15  tons/acre  of 
large  woody  debris  would  be  left  on  site. 
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Where  tree  regeneration  ia  anticipated  to  be  problem  in  places  within  the 
area,  due  to  the  intensity  of  the  insect  activity,  the  timber  purchaser 
would  be  required  to  protect  the  healthy,  advanced  reproduction.  No  green 
(live)  trees  over  12  inches  in  diameter  would  be  harvested.  Live  trees 
under  12  inches  would  only  be  harvested  after  site-specific  determinations 
are  conducted  related  to  tree  vigor  and  wildlife  use. 


Project  design  features 
design  of  an  activity  to 
are  attached. 


(PDFs)  are  specific  measures  included  in  the 
minimize  adverse  impacts  on  the  environment  and 


The  use  of  prescribed  fire  is  an  alternative  to  timber 
alternative  has  limited  potential  because: 


harvesting. 


This 


a. 


b. 


the  heavy  fuel 
prescribed  fire 
successful  burn. 


loading  severely  constrains  opportunities  for 
limiting  the  weather  conditions  needed  for  a 


the  heavy  fuel  loading  could  also 
temperatures,  which  can  impact  the  soil 
term  productivity. 


create  very  high  burning 
resource,  and  reduce  long 


c . 


terrain  and  vegetation  conditions 
burning  in  an  area.  Natural 
available. 


may  not  facilitate  any  prescribed 
fuel  breaks  are  sometimes  not 


the  costs  involved  with  implementing  a prescribed  burn  would  be 
suniliar  to  a salvage  timber  sale,  but  there  would  be  no  return 
revenue  to  offset  these  costs. 


Project  Design  Features  for 

Forest  Management  Activities  Within  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP 


1.  Intermittent  stream  crossings  with  equipment  would  be  at  designated 

locations  and  subject  to  seasonal  restrictions.  — 

2.  A raptor  nest  inventory  would  be  conducted  prior  to  finalization  of  any 
project  layout. 

3.  No  timber  harvesting  activities  would  be  permitted  between  April  1 and 
June  30  to  prevent  impacts  during  the  big  game  parturition  period. 

4.  No  timber  harvesting  activities  would  be  permitted  between  September  1 and 
November  30  to  prevent  disturbance  activities  to  recreational  hunters. 

5.  Snags  would  be  reserved  for  wildlife  habitat  under  the  following  criteria: 
a.  Hard  Snags 


DBH 


No.  of  snaqs/acre 


20"  or  greater 
10-20" 

6-10- 


All 

4 

2 


All  soft  snags  would  be  retained 
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Reserved  snags  would  be  clumped  and  would  be  predominately  located 
in  areas  that  still  have  green  trees.  Where  possible,  these  clumps 
will  be  spread  throughout  the  area. 

Proposed  project  would  meet  visual  resource  management  requirements  for 
the  general  area. 

USDI-BLM  Form  No.  5450-3  (Contract  for  the  Sale  of  Timber  - Lump  Sum  Sale) 
would  be  used.  Section  25  of  the  above  contract  provides  for  soil  and 
watershed  protection.  Protection  measures  include: 

- designating  locations  and  placing  restrictions  on  tractor  stream 
crossings. 

waterbarring  skid  trails  at  designated  locations. 

restrictiong  operations  to  minimize  soil  damage  (compaction,  etc.) 
because  of  soil  moisture  conditions. 

waterbarring  and  closing  constructed  roads. 

Section  41  (Special  Provisions)  would  include  specifications  on  temporary 
road  construction  and  maintenance,  logging,  slash  disposal,  and  fire 
protection. 

Prior  to  finalization  of  the  project  layout,  all  consultation  required 
under  36  CFR  800  would  be  conducted  to  allow  granting  of  clearance  for 
cultural  resources. 


The  following  stipulation  would  be  added  to  the  timber  sale  contract: 

"The  Purchaser  shall  immediately  report  the  discovery  of  any  object (s)  or 
resource (s)  of  cultural  value  discovered  as  a result  of  operations  under 
this  contract  to  the  Authorized  Officer.  The  Purchaser  shall  suspend  all 
activities  in  the  vicinity  of  such  discovery  until  notified  to  proceed  by 
the  Authorized  Officer.  The  Authorized  Officer  shall  evaluate,  or  have 
evaluated,  such  discoveries  not  later  than  five  (5)  working  days  after 
being  notified  and  shall  determine  what  action  shall  be  taken  with  respect 
to  such  discoveries.  The  cost  of  this  initial  evaluation  shall  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  government.  Any  cost  to  the  Purchaser  which  results 
from  this  initial  suspension  shall  be  boren  by  the  Purchaser.  The 
decision  as  to  the  appropriate  measures  to  mitigate  adverse  effects  to 
significant  cultural  resources  shall  be  made  by  the  Authorized  Officer 
after  consulting  with  the  Purchaser.  If  avoidance  is  possible  and  the 
Purchaser  and  the  Authorized  Officer  agree  to  this  avoidance,  the  contract 
shall  be  modified  accordingly.  However,  if  avoidance  is  not  possible,  or 
if  avoidance  is  possible  but  the  Purchaser  elects,  with  the  approval  of 
the  Authorized  Officer,  to  continue  as  per  the  original  contract,  the 
Purchaser  shall  be  responsible  for  the  cost  of  any  additional 
investigations  necessary  for  the  evaluation,  and  for  any  mitigative 
measures. " 


. 37B  Livestock  Grazing  Management  Applicable  to  the  Wildlife  Program 

At  this  time  there  are  not  any  AHPs  planned,  implemented  or  monitored  within  the 
HMP  Area.  There  are  two  (2)  planned  CRMs  for  the  PRRA  that  will  be  discussed  at 
the  EA  level  if  the  particular  proposed  project  includes  these.  All  proposed 
projects  will  coordinate  wildlife  habitat  improvement  objectives  with  livestock 
management  objectives  at  the  EA  level.  There  are  areas  where  livestock  and 
wildlife  objectives  are  in  conflict,  therefore,  these  will  be  addressed  at  the 
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MAP  13 

Silviculture  Procedures  West  of  Moonshine  Peak 
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MAP  14 

Silviculture  Procedures  for  Britania  Mountain/Pine  Mountain 
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MAP  15 

Silriculture  Procedures  for  Mentor  Drew 
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MAP  16 

Silviculture  Procedure  for  Forty  Mile  Peak 
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EA  level.  A livestock  grazing  schedule  does  exist  for  the  HMP  Area  and  is 
recorded  at  both  the  GDRA  and  PRRA  offices,  but,  due  to  the  vastness  of  this  area 
any  questions  pertaining  to  livestock  management  can  be  obtained  at  these  offices 
and  will  be  addressed  at  the  individual  EA  level.  A cumulative  approach  will  be 
utilized  as  more  EAs  are  implemented.  The  GDRA  RMP/EIS  is  the  livestock  EIS  in 
the  HMP  Area.  Habitat  types  are  located  in  Appendix  II  of  the  HMP  Plan. 

• 37C  Recreation  Activities  Relative  to  the  Wildlife  Program 

Recreation  management  objectives,  according  to  the  GDRA  RMP,  are  to  ensure  the 
continued  availability  of  outdoor  recreational  opportunities,  to  meet  legal 
requirements  for  the  health  and  safety  of  visitors  and  to  mitigate  conflicts  with 
other  resource  use. 

Most  of  the  HMP  is  in  the  Visual  Resource  Management  Class  3 area.  The  Shirley 
Basin  area  is  in  a Class  4 area,  and  the  area  bordering  Medicine  Bow  National 
Forest  is  in  a Class  2 area.  The  Visual  Resource  Management  objective  is  to 
minimize  adverse  effects  on  visual  resources  while  maintaining  the  effectiveness 
of  land-use  allocations.  The  classes  range  from  Class  1 which  requires  that 
man  s influence  be  substantially  unnoticeable  to  Class  4 which  allows  obvious 
human  impacts. 

No  site  plans,  interpretive  programs,  or  managed  recreational  developments  are 
existing  or  planned  on  BLM  lands  within  the  portion  of  the  HMP  that  lies  within 
the  GDRA.  No  wilderness  study  areas  lie  within  or  adjacent  to  the  HMP  Area.  No 
Special  Recreation  Permitees  have  basecamps  authorized  within  the  HMP  Area. 

Historic  recreational  use  of  the  HMP  Area  has  been  primarily  dispersed  hunting 
and  fishing.  Big  game  herds  enhance  the  perceived  value  of  hunting  and  wildlife 
viewing  opportunities  in  the  HMP  Area.  Herd  size  maintenance  or  increases  would 
be  beneficial  for  these  purposes. 

Wheatland  Reservoir  /3,  roughly  30  miles  north  of  Laramie,  has  been  developed  for 
recreation  by  the  WGFD.  Most  of  the  other  watersheds  and  waterways  within  the 
GDRA  portion  of  the  HMP  have  little  or  no  legal  access  to  adjoining  public  lands 
( see  . 34A. 5 .b) . 

Off-road  vehicle  policy  in  the  GDRA  and  PRRA  requires  motorized  vehicles  to  stay 
on  existing  roads  and  trails  within  the  HMP  Area  (see  .34A.5.b).  Over-the-snow 
vehicles  may  be  used,  provided  they  do  not  adversely  affect  wildlife  or 
vegetation. 

• 37D  Wilderness  Designation  Relative  to  Wildlife  Programs 

Wildlife  populations,  especially  threatened  and  endangered  species  (T&E) , are  a 
significant  part  of  wilderness  values.  Wildlife  contributes  to  the  perception 
of  a place  as  "untrammeled"  by  man  and  strongly  enhances  the  wilderness 
experience. 

There  are  no  wilderness  areas  or  wilderness  study  areas  within  or  adjacent  to  the 
HMP  Area. 

. 37E  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs) 

The  Como  Bluff  ACEC  is  a National  Natural  Landmark  managed  for  paleontological 
and  historical  values  five  (5)  miles  east  of  Medicine  Bow.  It  does  lie  within 
the  HMP  Area.  Map  17  shows  the  location  of  this  landmark,  which  is  on  the  edge 
of  the  HMP  Area.  There  are  not  any  plans  to  develop  wildlife  projects  within 
this  particular  area,  and  if  this  does  occur  a site-specific  EA  will  be  completed 
at  that  time. 
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• 37F  §.013-/  Water  and  Air  Resources  Relative  to  the  Wildlife  Program 


• 37G  Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Resources  in  the  HMP  Area 

There  are  not  any  wild  horses  or  burros  presently  located  in  the  HMP  Area  and 
probably  will  not  be  any  in  the  near  future. 

• 37H  Energy  and  Minerals  Development  Activities  in  the  HMP  Area 

At  this  time,  relative  to  the  existing  energy  and  minerals  program  for  BLM  public 
lands,  the  Shirley  Basin  uranium  mines  are  no  longer  operating  and  all  of  these 
mines  are  in  some  stage  of  final  reclamation.  Bentonite  is  known  to  occur  in  the 
Shirley  Basin  area,  however,  no  known  plans  exist  to  mine  the  material. 

Exploration  for  uranium  is  occurring  to  locate  further  uranium  deposits,  however, 
mining  methods  would  probably  be  in-situ. 

Sunrise  Stone  is  producing  tile  rock  slabs  from  a quarry  on  the  Kennedy  Ranch, 
which  is  located  on  private  and  State  lands.  The  processing  plant  is  located 
near  Wheatland,  the  eastern  fringe  of  the  HMP  Area. 

Again,  there  is  continued  reclamation  processes  occurring  on  the  uranium  mines. 
At  this  time,  there  is  no  known  mineral  activity  planned  in  the  HMP  Area. 

• 371  Fire  Management  Program  Relative  to  Habitat  Objectives 

The  Laramie  Range  has  been  protected  from  fire  for  several  decades.  Logging  has 
been  limited  to  areas  of  easy  access  and  high  timber  quality.  As  a result,  parts 
of  the  sheep  range  have  succeeded  towards  a timber-dominated  climax  species  that 
appears  to  be  segmenting  the  sheep  population.  Since  there  have  not  been  many 
fires  in  general,  and  logging  is  not  evident  in  many  areas,  the  sheep  herds  are 
becoming  fragmented  and  isolated.  A mountain  pine  beetle  epidemic  has  occurred 
throughout  the  HMP  Area  resulting  in  conditions  favorable  to  large  wildfires. 

A wildfire  in  October  1974  south  of  Split  Rock  and  Duck  Creek  (T.  24  N. , R.  71 
W.,  Sec.  3)  burned  approximately  3,100  acres  before  it  was  contained.  The  fire 
removed  some  of  the  timber  canopy,  suppressed  the  succession  towards  conifers, 
and  stimulated  forage  on  both  the  summer  and  winter  range.  Bighorn  sheep  were 
using  the  burned  area  extensively  within  a few  months.  That  burn  continues  to 
draw  bighorn  sheep,  as  well  as  deer  and  elk,  to  the  area  and  is  basically  the 
natural  ecosystem  platform  that  this  HMP  and  associated  EAs  is  trying  to 
accomplish.  Wildfires,  if  extremely  large,  can  often  cause  extensive  habitat 
losses  to  wildlife,  but  if  smaller  or  controlled  fires  occur,  then  often  these 
losses  are  reduced  to  favorable  conditions  and  results.  There  is  such  a vast 
amount  of  beetle-kill  among  the  forests  in  the  HMP  Area,  that  if  and  when  a 
wildfire  occurs,  at  this  time,  it  will  probably  be  extremely  drastic  and  large. 
In  this  event,  it  may  cause  severe~soil  and  vegetation  scarring  and  damage  beyond 
natural  conditions. 

In  1986,  two  (2)  large  fires  occurred  near  Collins  Peak  and  Three  Cripples  Creek, 
both  located  in  the  HMP  Area.  Both  fires  removed  extensive  areas  of  ponderosa 
pine  forest  near  rugged  escape  habitat.  Additional  fires  have  burned  in 
Government  Peak,  Duck  Creek,  Bearhead  Mountain  and  Sheep  Mountain.  The  areas 
where  fires  have  occurred  are  utilized  by  bighorn  sheep  and  other  wildlife  for 
foraging,  nesting,  parturition,  and  resting  activities. 

The  Split  Rock  Prescribed  Burn  (see  Appendix  X)  is  basically  similar  to  fires 
that  the  agencies  involved  are  trying  to  achieve  to  improve  habitat  for  bighorn 
sheep.  Since  there  are  many  large  stands  of  diseased  conifer  stands  that  will 
naturally  burn  (although  some  may  take  100+  years  to  do  so)  it  is  possible  to 
"assist"  nature  and  prescribe  burn  these  areas  in  the  near  future  for  bighorn 
sheep  herds.  The  major  problem  that  the  BLM  agency  faces  is  the  danger, 
difficult  terrain,  unpredictable  weather  patterns,  and  changing  attitudes  of  the 
Washington  Office  when  it  comes  to  burns  on  the  mountains.  Windows  are  difficult 
to  reach,  therefore  other  projects  to  improve  habitats  must  be  planned  in 
addition  to  ensure  overall  success  of  the  HMP  project. 
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•37J  Archeology/Paleontology  Activities  Relative  to  Wildlife 

The  management  objectives  for  these  resources  in  the  GDRA  and  PRRA  are  to  protect 
and  preserve  representative  samples  of  the  full  array  of  cultural  resources  for 
the  benefit  of  scientific  and  socio-cultural  use  by  present  and  future 
generations.  These  resources  are  non-renewable  and  any  activity  that  occurs  at 
the  individual  proposed  project  areas  will  be  assessed  for  such  resources  at  the 
ea  level.  The  GDRA  RHP  also  ensures  that  cultural  resources  are  given  full 
consideration  in  all  land-use  planning  and  management  decisions.  Cultural 
clearances  will  be  completed  on  a site-specific  basis  for  each  EA  so  that  the  BLM 
personnel  can  manage  cultural  resources  so  that  scientific  and  socio-cultural 
values  are  not  diminished,  but  rather  are  maintained  and  enhanced.  It  is 
critical  that  any  activity  in  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area  and  associated  proposed 
projects  avoid  inadvertent  damage  to  cultural  resources  both  federal  and 
nonf ederal . 

The  BLH  will  conduct  Class  I,  II,  or  III  inventories  for  actions  involving  BLM 
administered  public  land  and/or  federal  minerals  that  include  surface  disturbance 
as  part  of  the  action.  At  this  time,  there  are  not  any  plans  for  mineral 
development  in  the  area  (see  .37H)  to  occur,  however,  if  it  does  occur,  then 
cultural  clearances  must  be  completed  for  the  area. 

The  BLM  will  also  evaluate  the  significance  of  cultural  resources  identified  in 
consultation  with  the  Wyoming  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  to  determine 
whether  the  resources  are  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places. 

The  BLM  will  categorize  cultural  resources  for  management  purposes  (e.g.  public 
use,  scientific,  socio-economic)  for  each  proposed  project  at  the  EA  level. 

The  above  actions  will  be  carried  out  for  each  site-specific  action  (15  total) 
in  accordance  with  law,  policy,  and  guidance  to  meet  the  objectives  for  cultural 
resources  management. 
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• 37K  Support  Activities  Relative  to  Implementing  the  HMP 


These  activities  involve  the  subactivity  needs  of  the  BLM  agency  for  cadastral 
surveys;  road,  trail  and  building  construction;  and  land  easement  acquisitions. 
These  activities  support  the  HMP  implementation,  however,  due  to  the  size  and 
nature  of  this  particular  HMP,  they  will  have  to  be  planned,  implemented  and 
monitored  at  the  individual  project  proposal  (e.g  15  total  sites)  EA  level.  At 
this  level,  the  support  needs  in  terms  of  FYs,  dollars,  and  workmonths  will  be 
stated.  This  process  at  the  EA  level  will  serve  as  a budgetary  vehicle  to  obtain 
funds  for  support  activities.  Any  land  and  realty  actions  that  are  needed, 
including  acquisitions  (exchange  or  other  acquisition  authority)  or  protective 
withdrawals,  agencies  and  private  parties  involved,  locations,  and  time  frames 
will  be  discussed  at  the  site-specific  proposed  project  EA  level. 

• 37L  Other  Areas  of  Coordination  Required  to  Implement  the  HMP 

Any  areas  of  coordination  or  actions  needed  which  are  not  covered  above  and  which 
specify  particular  directives,  uncodified  rules,  or  restrictions  will  be 
addressed  at  the  individual  site-specific  proposed  project  EA.  Any  restrictions 
which  are  authorized  by  regulation  and  require  public  notice  (i.e.  ORV  closures, 
firearms  restrictions,  use  of  fires)  that  require  Federal  Register  notice  will 
be  implemented  at  the  EA  level. 

Any  coordination  with  other  agencies,  environmental  groups,  interested  parties, 
and  the  general  public  will  be  done  at  the  EA  level  for  each  proposed  project 
area.  There  has  been  coordination  with  the  USFS,  BLM,  and  WGFD  for  the  planning 
of  this  document  and  there  will  be  additional  coordination  for  the  implementation 
and  monitoring  as  well. 

Consultation  for  threatened  and  endangered  (T/E)  species  has  been  informally  done 
between  the  BLM  and  the  USFWS  in  Cheyenne,  Wyoming.  A copy  of  that  informal 
consultation  can  be  located  in  Appendix  III.  At  this  time,  personnel  from  the 
USFWS  believe  that  it  is  more  prudent  and  accurate  to  have  informal/formal  T/E 
consultations  at  the  individual  EA  level  for  each  proposed  site-specific  habitat 
improvement  area.  Since  this  HMP  is  an  extended  document  (10-15  years)  and  is 
vast  in  scope  it  will  be  scientifically  more  accurate  to  assess  any  T/E  species 
when  individual  EAs  are  planned. 

Opertations  that  fall  on  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  Lands  will  comply  with  the  USFS 
standards  and  guidelines  found  within  the  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest  Land  and 
Resource  Management  Plan,  presently  in  pre-draft  stage.  The  agency  is  currently 
operating  under  the  1985  plan  (refer  to  page  25). 

Coordination  with  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  will  occur  utilizing  the 
Sikes  Act  Authority  as  outlined  on  page  25. 
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. 37K  Support  Activities  Relative  to  Implementing  the  HMP 

These  activities  involve  the  subactivity  needs  of  the  BLM  agency  for  cadastral 
surveys;  road,  trail  and  building  construction;  and  land  easement  acquisitions. 
These  activities  support  the  HMP  implementation,  however,  due  to  the  size  and 
nature  of  this  particular  HMP,  they  will  have  to  be  planned,  implemented  and 
monitored  at  the  individual  project  proposal  (e.g  15  total  sites)  EA  level.  At 
this  level,  the  support  needs  in  terms  of  FYs,  dollars,  and  workmonths  will  be 
stated.  This  process  at  the  EA  level  will  serve  as  a budgetary  vehicle  to  obtain 
funds  for  support  activities.  Any  land  and  realty  actions  that  are  needed, 
including  acquisitions  (exchange  or  other  acquisition  authority)  or  protective 
withdrawals,  agencies  and  private  parties  involved,  locations,  and  time  frames 
will  be  discussed  at  the  site-specific  proposed  project  EA  level. 

. 37L  Other  Areas  of  Coordination  Required  to  Implement  the  HMP 

Any  areas  of  coordination  or  actions  needed  which  are  not  covered  above  and  which 
specify  particular  directives,  uncodified  rules,  or  restrictions  will  be 
addressed  at  the  individual  site-specific  proposed  project  EA.  Any  restrictions 
which  are  authorized  by  regulation  and  require  public  notice  (i.e.  ORV  closures, 
firearms  restrictions,  use  of  fires)  that  require  Federal  Register  notice  will 
be  implemented  at  the  EA  level. 

Any  coordination  with  other  agencies,  environmental  groups,  interested  parties, 
and  the  general  public  will  be  done  at  the  EA  level  for  each  proposed  project 
area.  There  has  been  coordination  with  the  USFS,  BLM,  and  WGFD  for  the  planning 
of  this  document  and  there  will  be  additional  coordination  for  the  implementation 
and  monitoring  as  well. 

Consultation  for  threatened  and  endangered  (T/E)  species  has  been  informally  done 
between  the  BLM  and  the  USFWS  in  Cheyenne,  Wyoming.  A copy  of  that  informal 
consultation  can  be  located  in  Appendix  III.  At  this  time,  personnel  from  the 
USFWS  believe  that  it  is  more  prudent  and  accurate  to  have  informal/formal  T/E 
consultations  at  the  individual  EA  level  for  each  proposed  site-specific  habitat 
improvement  area.  Since  this  HMP  is  an  extended  document  (10-15  years)  and  is 
vast  in  scope  it  will  be  scientifically  more  accurate  to  assess  any  T/E  species 
when  individual  EAs  are  planned. 
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.38  Wildlife  Economics 

The  Laramie  Peak  HMP  must  represent  either  the  least  costly  approach  for 
accomplishing  precisely  specified  objectives  (e.g.  improve/ increase  bighorn  sheep 
populations  in  the  Laramie  Range)  or  the  most  beneficial  approach  to  solving  the 
general  problems  or  goals  identified  in  the  HMP.  There  are  both  priced  and  non- 
priced  accomplishments  that  can  be  analyzed  for  the  HMP,  but  to  utilize  the  best 
available  data  and  considering  the  overall  time  constraints  of  the  15  individual 
projects,  these  factors  should  be  analyzed  on  a site-by-site  basis.  The  general 
HMP  objectives  will  benefit  society  on  an  intrinsic  value  since  the  projects  will 
increase  bighorn  sheep  and  other  wildlife  populations  as  a whole. 

Tangible  benefits  can  be  calculated  on  a yearly  basis  using  the  WGFD  procedure 
for  calculating  recreation  days/hunter  success  rates  for  the  big  game  populations 
in  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area.  Intangible  benefits  can  be  derived  both  directly 
and  indirectly  from  the  objectives  of  the  15  individual  site-specific  projects. 
Prescribed  burns  and  small  commercial  logging  practices  can  improve  the  quality 
and  quantity  of  required  vegetation  and  foraging  areas  for  bighorn  sheep  and 
other  wildlife  populations.  Fence  modifications  can  restrict  some  cattle  use 
thereby  maintaining  and  improving  riparian  communities.  Improved  riparian 
conditions  will  increase  the  availability  of  more  palatable  and  desirable  forage 
species  for  cattle  and  big  game  animals.  Aquatic/wetland,  riparian  and 
reservoir  improvements  will  increase  desired  vegetation  for  wildlife,  improve 
water  quality,  and  offset  the  adverse  effects  of  drought  and  severe  winter 
weather  on  the  stability  of  big  game  populations.  These  cumulative  conditions 
which  will  lead  to  increased  fisheries  and  other  wildlife  habitat  uses,  improved 
water  quantity  and  quality,  increased  and  improved  wildlife  diversity  (species 
richness  and  evenness),  increased  and  more  productive  use  of  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP 
Area  natural  resources. 

. 38A  Methods 

Benefits  for  individual  project  proposals  (15)  will  be  based  on  an  analysis  of 
wildlife  and  fisheries  productivity  with  and  without  the  plan,  specifically 
bighorn  sheep.  The  purpose  of  the  wildlife  and  fisheries  productivity  analysis 
is  to  estimate  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  numbers  of  a particular  species 
(particularly  bighorn  sheep)  that  occur  as  a direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
result  of  the  15  proposed  projects.  In  this  situation,  the  least-cost  analysis 
should  be  used  since  the  principle  benefits  (improved  wildlife  habitats)  of  the 
HMP  can  be  estimated  in  biological  terms  versus  monetary  terms.  Utilizing  this 
concept,  individual  EAs  for  each  proposed  project  will  demonstrate  that 
alternatives  have  been  examined  for  achieving  site-specific  objectives  and  that 
the  recommended  alternative  for  each  EA  is  the  least  costly  alternative 
considered.  Benefit/cost  analysis  are  usually  used  when  the  benefits  can  be 
measured  in  monetary  terms,  which,  under  these  particular  circumstances  is  not 
a viable  approach. 

The  BLM  office  does  maintain  its  estimates  of  the  value  of  fish  and  wildlife 
recreation  in  the  BLM  price  file.  These  files  are  usually  maintained  at  the 
State  Office  and  can  be  utilized  on  a case-by-case  basis  for  each  proposed 
project.  An  analyses  for  each  project  will  be  completed  at  the  EA  level  since 
some  of  these  EAs  may  not  be  started  for  several  years  and  economics  are  so 
dynamic. 

The  BLM  subscribes  to  the  willingness-to-pay  theory  of  wildlife  valuation.  That 
is,  a user  day  of  wildlife  recreation  is  worth  what  the  user  would  pay  if  an 
access  fee  were  charged  for  the  recreation.  The  principle  methods  for  estimating 
willingness  to  pay  are  the  travel  cost  demand  method,  the  contingent  value  survey 
method,  and  the  market  appraisal  method.  Where  functioning  markets  exist  for 
fish  and  wildlife  as  in  commercial  fishing,  fur  trapping,  and  pay  hunting,  market 
prices  may  be  used  as  the  value  of  wildlife.  Since  these  markets  are  changing 
on  a daily  basis,  an  analysis  using  the  Wildlife  Economics  and  Productivity 
Analysis  Guidebook,  a method  that  follows  the  BLM's  policy  for  wildlife  economics 
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and  which  ia  available  at  the  GDRA  office,  will  be  used  for  each  aite-apecif ic 
propoaed  project  EA  (15  total). 

If  an  EA  ia  utilizing  the  leaat-cost  analyaia  for  wildlife  habitat  improvement, 
it  doea  not  have  to  include  a list  of  pricea  for  the  benefita.  In  addition,  when 
analyzing  non-priced  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife  productivity,  for  example  that 
which  protects  populations  of  threatened  and  endangered  species,  the  least-cost 
analysis  approach  can  be  used. 

When  management  objectives  concern  priced  and  non-priced  wildlife,  a benefit/cost 
analysis  can  be  applied  to  the  priced  outputs  or  effects  of  the  management  plan 
(e.g.  individual  project  EAs).  The  non-priced  outputs  can  be  addressed  as 
additional  evaluation  factors  to  be  considered  in  evaluating  and  ranking  projects 
or  plans.  The  procedure  for  evaluating  priced  and  non-priced  outputs,  which  will 
be  used  at  the  EA  level,  can  be  found  in  the  BLM  Handbook  H-1740-1.  Chapter  6, 
which  can  be  located  at  the  GDRA  office.  The  non-priced  factors  which  are  used 
are  listed  in  section  .06B  of  the  Handbook. 

• 38B  Sources  of  Information 

Each  of  the  fifteen  (15)  individual  proposed  project  EAs  will  summarize  data 
relevant  to  consumptive  and  nonconsumptive  uses  of  the  wildlife  sources  (e.g  game 
harvest,  hunter  and  fish  person  days,  sport  and  commercial  fisheries  harvest). 
Information  that  will  be  developed  within  the  EAs  will  also  be  coordinated  with 
the  BLM  State  and/or  District  Recreation  Planners.  The  WGFD,  USFS,  PRRA  BLM,  and 
USFWS  will  be  consulted  for  all  relevant  fish  and  wildlife  harvest  and  other 
wildlife  use  data  for  each  EA.  Migratory  wildlife  species  (e.g.  neotropical 
migratory  birds,  bats)  will  also  be  considered.  There  are  available  sources  of 
information  that  can  be  used  at  the  EA  level;  the  National  Survey  of  Fishing  and 
Hunting  provides  information  on  consumptive  and  non-consumptive  use  of  wildlife 
on  Federal  lands,  as  well  as  private  organizations  and  individuals  that  are 
knowledgeable  in  the  field. 
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.39  Public  Affairs 


• 39A  Program  Coordination 

A comprehensive  public  affairs  action  program  with  BLM  District/State  Office 
staff  personnel  will  be  written  and  implemented  for  each  individual  site-specific 
project  proposal  (15  total)  for  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area.  Table  2 depicts  the 
general  information  procedures  that  will  be  executed  for  each  project  and 
associated  activities  and  completion  dates.  The  Split  Rock  Project  Proposal  has 
been  completed  (BLM  EA  WY-037-EAO-038 ) and  can  be  used  as  an  example  of  the 
different  forms  of  public  awareness  activities  that  will  be  implemented  for  each 
proposed  project.  At  a minimum  the  public  affairs  program  will  include  funds, 
personnel,  equipment,  and  required  activity  needs  for  printing,  publication,  and 
distribution;  entrance  signs  for  the  area  and  signs  to  explain  on-the-ground 
activities;  public  land  identification  and  property  lines;  slide  shows,  movies, 
tapes,  and  recordings;  brochures,  leaflets;  graphics;  and  cartography. 

. 39B  Distribution 

Copies  of  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  and  associated  EA,  as  well  as  the  EAs  for  the 
individual  project  proposals  will  be  distributed  to  cooperating  federal  and  state 
agencies  (such  as  the  WGFD,  USFS),  environmental  groups,  local  agencies,  and 
interested  parties  of  the  general  public.  In  accordance  with  Section  201  of  the 
FLPMA  of  1976,  amended  1987  (43  U.S.C.  1711)  the  public  land  boundaries  for  each 
proposed  project  site  will  be  determined  and  identified  with  signs  and  maps  as 
a technique  in  achieving  public  awareness  and  support.  Information  brochures 
(e.g.  benefits  to  specific  wildlife  species  and  habitats,  rules  and  regulations 
pertaining  to  restriction  of  public  activities  in  the  EA  area)  focusing  on  the 
overall  benefits  derived  from  each  project  activity  can  be  prepared  for  public 
distribution  upon  the  implementation  of  each  proposed  project  EA. 
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.40  Costs  and  Funding  Needs 


The  Laramie  Peak  HMP  contains  15  site-specific  project  proposals  that  will  be 
assessed  and  analyzed  on  a case-by-case  basis  utilizing  individual  EAs.  Table 
6 provides  an  estimate  of  the  funds,  personnel,  equipment,  and  procurement  needs 
for  the  entire  HMP  project  in  general  (over  a 10-15  year  time  span).  Tables  7-21 
provide  estimates  of  the  funds,  personnel,  equipment,  and  procurement  needs  for 
individual  project  proposals,  since  many  of  these  activities  may  not  occur  in 
the  immediate  future,  there  will  be  numerous  revisions  required  to  accommodate 
shifting  economic  circumstances.  The  data  on  this  form  can  assist  in  determining 
needs  through  the  AWP  and  FLMA  4-Year  Authorization  for  the  wildlife  subactivity 
and  associated  support  activities. 
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Summary  of  Development  Costs  for  Bear  Head  Mountain 
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Summary  of  Development  Costs  for  Bear  Creek 
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Summary  of  Development  Costs  for  South  Mountain 
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Summary  of  Development  Costs  for  Laramie  Peak 
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Summary  of  Development  Costs  for  Black  Mountain 
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Summary  of  Development  Costs  for  Rock  Mountain 
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.41  Concurrence  and  Approval 


• 41A  BLM 

The  Rawlins  District  Manager  and  the  Casper  District  Manager  must  sign  and 
approve  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  upon  completion  and  ensure  that  the  requirements  for 
the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  Resource  Management  Plan  objectives  and  decisions 
are  met.  They  also  must  ensure  that  the  HMP  statistics  (see  Table  22)  are 
submitted  to  the  Wyoming  State  Office,  State  Director  after  the  plan  has  been 
implemented.  At  the  option  of  the  Wyoming  State  Director,  a special  memorandum 
or  understanding  with  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  and  the  USFS  can  be 
prepared  to  specify  responsibilities,  cost  sharing,  maintenance,  and  other  items. 
Upon  completion  of  parts  of  or  the  entire  plan,  the  required  information  must  be 
listed  on  HMP  Statistics  Form  6780-3  (see  Table  22).  It  should  be  noted  that 
since  this  particular  HMP  is  so  vast  in  nature  and  size  it  will  probably  not  be 
fully  completed  until  2009-2010.  Individual  progress  reports  and  statistical 
summaries  will  be  recorded  for  each  site-specific  area  in  Table  2 upon 
completion. 

• 4 IB  State  Agencies  and  Others 

Signatures  of  the  authorized  Forest  Supervisor  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  the 
Director  of  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (see  Signature  Pages)  must  be 
obtained  to  implement  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP  and  associated  fifteen  project 
proposals.  This  HMP  is  consistent  with  the  BLM  Master  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  and  is  applicable  with  the  Sikes  Act  Supplement  (see  .31D).  Since 
there  have  already  been  approved  and  signed  Sikes  Act  HMPs  within  the  state  of 
yoming,  this  particular  HMP  (as  a subsequent  HMP)  may  be  approved  and  signed  by 
the  BLM  Rawlins  District  Manager  and  local  authorized  State  and  Federal  Officials 
(e.g.  WGFD  and  USFS).  A copy  of  the  HMP  for  which  funds  have  been  requested  for 
implementation  may  be  sent  to  the  Director  (240)  for  information  and  backup  to 
AWP  preparation. 
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APPENDIX  I 


Public  Comments,  Letters,  Discussions 
Relevant  to  the  Laramie  Peak  HMP 


9214 


July  1,  1994 


Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep 
Ron  Ball,  President 
P.O.  Box  5000 
Big  Piney,  Wyoming  83113 

Dear  Mr.  Ball: 

The  prescribed  burn  (Environmental  Assessment  WY-037-EAO-038 , BLM)  scheduled 
for  the  Split  Rock  area  for  the  Laramie  Peak  bighorn  sheep  has  been  extremely 
difficult  to  execute  this  field  season  due  to  the  relatively  strict  windows 
involved.  This  burn  is  located  in  the  south  and  central  portions  of  T.  24  N. , 
R.  71  W.,  Section  31  and  T.  24  N.,  R.  72  W. , Sections  25  and  36.  A map 
depicting  the  estimated  burn  units,  felled-timber  cuts  and  1974  Duck  Creek 
Wildfire  has  been  attached.  The  proposed  action  is  to  prescribe  burn 
sagebrush/grass  in  the  spring  and  felled  timber  in  the  fall  within  a 400  acre 
perimeter  area  as  soon  as  the  windows  open. 

At  this  time,  to  mitigate  habitat  conditions  of  enclosed  corridors  that  the 
sheep  attempt  to  utilize  as  transportation  routes  from  lambing/nursery  grounds 
to  forage  areas,  a plan  has  been  composed  to  fell  timber  manually  by  the  BLM 
fire  crews  in  July,  August  or  September  of  this  field  season.  Approximately 
400  trees  were  felled  in  the  summer  of  1993  by  the  BLM  fire  crews.  A three 
(3)  person  crew  can  begin  the  project  one  week  and  another  three  (3)  person 
crew  can  continue  the  following  week.  The  project  will  involve  personnel  from 
the  BLM  and  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  ( WGFD ) to  analyze  the  best 
areas  to  cut  for  the  wildlife.  At  this  point  in  time  the  crews  are 
logistically  prepared  to  complete  the  timber  cutting  project,  however,  they 
are  fire  personnel  and  any  fire  that  they  are  called  for  will  take  precedence 
throughout  the  fire  season.  Since  there  have  been  numerous  fires  to  date,  and 
it  probably  will  continue  to  be  a busy  fire  season,  a September  cut  is 
probably  more  realistic. 

The  BLM  and  the  WGFD  are  requesting  approximately  $1,500.00  - $2,000.00  to  pay 
for  per  diem  and  supplies  used  in  the  cutting  treatments  if  conditions  arise 
this  field  season.  Is  it  possible  to  obtain  these  funds  from  those  previously 
set  aside  for  this  Split  Rock  prescribed  burn?  If  so,  the  funds  can  remain  in 
place  until  the  project  has  been  completed. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  Mary  Read,  Wildlife  Biologist  at  this  office  at 
307-324-4841  if  this  can  be  achieved.  Again,  the  crews  are  prepared  to 
complete  this  project,  barring  funding  and  a "break"  in  the  fire  conditions 
throughout  the  west  and  south  western  portions  of  the  U.S. 

Sincerely, 

/S/  CHARLES  E.  REED 

Acting  Area  Manager 
Great  Divide  Resource  Area 
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February  7,  1994 


Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  ( FNAWS ) 

Freddie  Goetz 
1555  Spruce  Street 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Dear  Mr.  Goetz: 

Attached  please  find  copies  of  both  the  "Fire  Crew  Project  Work  Request  Form" 
and  map,  as  well  as  the  signed  (1993)  Prescribed  Burn  Plan  for  the  Split  Rock 
Prescribed  Burn.  The  actions  entailed  in  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA) 
for  the  Split  Rock  prescribed  burn  include  burning  sagebrush/grass  areas 
within  the  400  perimeter  area  in  the  spring  of  1993  and  felled  timber  within 
the  ecosystem  in  the  fall  of  1993.  The  primary  objective  of  this  burn  is  to 
improve  habitat  conditions  for  the  Duck  Creek  subherd  of  the  Laramie  Peak 
bighorn  sheep  herd  in  the  Laramie  Peak  Wildlife  Habitat  area,  25  miles  west  of 
Wheatland  (R.  72  W. , T.  24  N.,  Sec.  25  and  36;  R.  71  W. , T.  24  N. , Sec.  31). 

The  "windows"  for  this  burn,  or  permitable  conditions  under  which  the  BLM 
staff  members  are  able  to  burn,  are  extremely  'tight'  and  somewhat  restricting 
due  to  the  particular  topography.  BLM  professionals  at  both  the  Great  Divide 
Resource  Area  (GDRA)  and  Rawlins  District  Office  (RDO)  have  been  monitoring 
conditions  for  an  open  window  since  the  signature  of  both  the  EA  and  burn 
plan.  To  mitigate  this  condition  and  to  alleviate  forage  quality  and  quantity 
conditions  on  the  mountains  for  the  bighorn  sheep,  the  Wildlife  Biologist, 

Mary  Read,  has  suggested  the  following:  1)  a timber  sale  harvesting  dead/down 
beetle-killed  trees  north  of  the  EA  parameter  (Pine  Mountain)  and  2)  a 
4-section  cut  utilizing  the  BLM  fire  crew,  south  to  south-west  of  Split  Rock. 
An  EA  for  both  the  timber  harvest  and  fire  crew  cutting  is  presently  being 
analyzed  and  written  at  this  time. 

At  this  time  the  GDRA  is  requesting  a partial  use  of  the  FNAWS  funds, 
originally  earmarked  for  the  burn,  to  be  utilized  for  the  fire  crew  cut.  An 
estimated  $2,500.00  - $3,000.00  will  be  required  for  supplies,  mileage,  and 
per  diem  for  the  crew  to  complete  the  task.  Attached  please  refer  to  the  map 
for  the  specific  cut  areas. 

Again,  the  interdisciplinary  team  is  making  an  'all-out'  concerted  effort  to 
complete  this  burn,  but  must  adhere  to  the  restricted  'windows'  within  the 
approved  burn  plan.  If  there  are  any  questions  please,  contact  Mary  Read, 
Wildlife  Biologist,  at  307-324-4841. 

Sincerely, 
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SPLIT  ROCK  BURN  PUBLIC  ANNOUNCEMENT  LIST 

(Personal  letter) 


Jerry  Martin  Kennedy 
Henry  Martin 
Gary  Wayna 
Dodge  Ranch 

Rock  River,  Wyoming  82083 

George  Portwood,  Foreman 
True  Ranches 
P.  O.  Drawer  2360 
Casper,  Wyoming  82602 

Frank  Schmeyer 

P.  O.  Box  904 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

William  L.  Sturgeon 
Garrett,  Wyoming  82058 

Winona  E.  Spencer 

P.  O.  Box  936 

Montrose,  Colorado  81402 

James  C.  Benton 
706  38th  Avenue 
Myrtle  Beach,  South  Carolina 

UVA  Ranch 

360  East  Laramie  River  Road 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Cindy  Kohler 
P.O.  Box  702 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Glen  W.  Hall 

Lazy  69  Ranch 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Leo  G.  Norris 
Route  1 
Box  4447 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

CU  Ranch,  Inc. 

Garrett,  Wyoming  82058 

Leroy  and  Helen  Rutz 
70  Riverview  Road 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Charles  Mcauley 
Box  9219 

Harris  Park  Route 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Larry  Sullivan 

3325  North  79th 

Kansas  City,  Kansas  66109 


29577 


Perry  Andrews 


o 


9152  Amherst  Drive,  /C 
Denver,  Colorado  80231 

Artery  Brothers,  Inc. 

801  9th  Street 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Roy  M.  Hitt 
Route  1 
Box  4273 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Donald  E.  Fish 

1504  Lakeside  Avenue 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80521 

Noel  Hall 
Box  37 

Rock  River,  Wyoming  82083 

Vale  Ranch  LDT 

Rock  River,  Wyoming  82083 

Frank  J.  Jones 

P.  O.  Box  369 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

William  H.  Morrison 
P.  O.  Box  686 
Laramie,  Wyoming  82070 

William  F.  Pate 
P.  O.  Box  458 

Georgetown,  South  Carolina  29442 

Marcelline  A.  Shefford 
10  Ayers  Road 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Joseph  Bookout 

243  East  Oak  Street 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Donna  Johnke 
5601  1-40  West 
Suite  350 

Amarillo,  Texas  79106 

William  Goodrich 

Garrett  Route 

Rock  River,  Wyoming  82083 

Perry  Scranton 
Route  1,  Box  158 
Wolbach,  Nebraska  68882 

Tim  and  Sheila  Mylet 
Route  1 
Box  4693 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Bertha  Schutt 
P.  O.  Box  214 
Stapleton,  Nebraska  69163 


o 


Gerald  Miller 
P.  O.  Box  782 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Dean  Price 
5 Sunset  Drive 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Platte  County  Commissioners 
Platte  County  Courthouse 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Doris  Foster 
Star  Route 
Box  15 

Freer,  Texas  78357 

Eugene  J.  Alloway 
1634  Jim  Bridger 
Casper,  Wyoming  82601 

Ethel  Higgs 
Rural  Route  1 
Box  276 

Blanco,  Texas  78606 

Hagemeister  Ranches,  Inc. 
644  Hams  Park  Road 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Larry  Fertig 
49 'er  Bar 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Gregory  Schmidt 
Palmer  Canyon  Road 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Landen  Family  Trust 
P.  O.  Box  485 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Esther  Otto 

5245  Fishing  Bridge 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82009 

Charles  Shelbert 

P.  O.  Box  522 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Dale  A.  Kjack 

310  West  4th  Avenue 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001 

A.  Lyn  Stephens 
2823  Reed  Avenue 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001 

Maxine  Hathaway 
190  Jackson 

Umatella,  Oregon  97882 


a 


Palmer  Canyon  Company 
1209  11th 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Robert  Kittrell 

2255  West  22nd  Street 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Split  Rock  Land  and  Cattle 
P.  O.  Drawer  189 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Albany  County  Commissioners 
Albany  County  Courthouse 
Laramie,  Wyoming  82070 

Joel  W.  Jackson 
19053  East  22nd  Drive 
Aurora,  Colorado  80011-5263 

True  Ranch  Company 
P.  O.  Box  2360 
Casper,  Wyoming  82602 

Friends  of  the  Bow 
P.  O.  Box  6032 
Laramie,  Wyoming  82070 

Wyoming  Outdoor  Council 
Barbara  Parsons,  President 
319  W.  Larsen 
Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301 

Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 
June  Rain 
P.  O.  Box  106 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82003 

Alvin  Wiedersphonst 
3905  Bent  Avenue 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001 

Israel  Roter 

P.  O.  Box  233 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Bernard  McGuire 

4398  Palmer  Canyon  Road 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Phillip  Rietz 
P.  O.  Box  23 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Willard  Woods 

3754  Palmer  Canyon  Road 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Notch  Peak  Ranches,  Inc. 

P.  O.  Box  522 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 
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Michael  and  Laura  Nemec 
Exploration  Association 
23202  Rosewood  Trail 
Tomball,  Texas  77375 

George  Portwood 
True  Ranches 
872  Cottonwood  Park  Road 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Clay  Thompson 

1740  State  Highway  230 

Laramie,  Wyoming  82070 

Ernie  Kittell 
178  Kittell  Road 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Pete  Johnson 

156  South  Gap  Road 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

John  F.  and  Virginia  M.  White 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Warren  & Mildred  Hall  Stuckey 
900  Circle  Drive 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

David  L.  Berry 

323  Happy  Jack  Road 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82007 

John  F,  & Virginia  M.  White 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Michael  H.  Sarvey 
922  South  Center  St. 

Casper,  Wyoming  82601 

Michael  & Lisa  Bookout 
Box  335 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

James  E.  & Rietz  Irvine  Francel 

c/o  Vale  Ranch 

Rock  River,  Wyoming  82083 

Thomas  & Donna  McGuire 
c/o  Willard  & Cynthia  Woods 
203  13th.  Street 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

H.A.  & Jean  D.  True 

Splash  2 Splash  Ranch  Company 

P.O.  Box  2360 

Casper,  Wyoming  82602 

Gerald  L.  Miller 
P.O.  Box  782 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 


o 


o 


Verne  E.  Smith 
Box  3231 

University  Station 
Laramie,  Wyoming  82071 

Robert  C.  & Scott  David  Kittrell 
P.O.  Box  995 

Jeffersonville.  Indiana  47130 

Kenneth  E.,  Jr.  & Janet  C.  Locks 
822  Montclair  Drive 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001 

Julius  Galligar 
1857  Highway  34 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82083 

Ned  & Patty  Killough  Galligar 
1052  Mason 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Bernhard-Nussbaumer  Lina 
P.O.  Box  1115 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

William  Earl  Bookout 
1200  South  Hightower 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Joseph  L.  & Pauline  Bookout 
243  East  Oak  Street 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Split  Rock,  Inc. 

c/o  D.N.  Sherard,  Attorney  at  Law 
P.O.  Box  69 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Robert  & Bonnie  K.  Sorensen 
P.O.  Box  11 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Neal  Hall  Company  & John  Flake,  Margaret  Hall 
P.O.  Box  37 

Rock  River,  Wyoming  82083 

William  & Viola  Goodrich 
Garrett  Road 

Rock  River,  Wyoming  82083 

Donna  & Elmer  Johnke 

6001  South  Kings  Highway 

Mrytle  Beach,  South  Carolina  29575 

Lee  Mountain  Ranch,  Inc. 
c/o  Raymond  Hunkins 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Frank  J.  Jones 

c/o  Frank  J.  & Waever  Jones,  P.S. 

P.O.  Box  369 

Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 
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January  12,  1993 


Vale  Ranch 

c/o  William  Kennedy 

Garrett  Route 

Rock  River,  Wyoming  82083 

Dear  Mr.  Kennedy: 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  are 
planning  a prescribed  burn  to  improve  wildlife  habitat,  with  an  emphasis  on 
bighorn  sheep,  in  the  Laramie  Peak  Wildlife  Habitat  Area,  located  about  25 
miles  west  of  Wheatland.  The  controlled  burns  are  planned  for  the  spring/fall 
of  1993  when  conditions  are  suitable  for  burning. 

As  stated  above,  the  purpose  for  the  burns  is  to  improve  habitat  quality 
adjacent  to  cliffs  and  other  areas  used  by  a diversity  of  wildlife,  as  well  as 
bighorn  sheep.  The  spring  burn  will  allow  for  a controlled  burn  of 
sagebrush/grass  that  permits  regrowth  of  desirable  forage  plants.  The  fall 
burn  plan  concentrates  on  the  prescribed  burning  of  previously  felled  beetle- 
killed  ponderosa  pines  to  further  improve  the  quality  and  quantity  of  wildlife 
habitat  in  the  Laramie  Peak  Wildlife  Habitat  Area. 

An  environmental  analysis,  in  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1970,  has  been  conducted  in  1991.  This  letter  is  to  inform  you, 
as  an  adjacent  landowner  of  the  prescribed  burn,  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  in  a joint  effort,  will  be 
conducting  a public  information  meeting  on  February  20,  1993,  10:00  A.M.  - 
12:00  P.M.  at  the  Platte  County  Public  Library  in  Wheatland,  Wyoming.  This 
meeting  is  designed  to  answer  any  questions  and/or  address  any  comments 
pertaining  to  this  particular  prescribed  burn. 

Mary  Read,  Wildife  Biologist,  Larry  Trapp,  Fire  Management  Officer,  and  Dick 
Larson,  Soil  Scientist/Prescribed  Burn  Boss  would  like  to  meet  with  you 
concerning  this  particular  prescribed  burn  at  your  convenience.  If  you  have 
any  questions,  please  contact  Mary  Read  at  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  office 
(307)  324-4841. 

Sincerely, 

.V  Jim  H.  Webb 

ACTING 


Area  Manager 

Great  Divide  Resource  Area 
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NEW5  RELEASE 


Wyoming 

GAME  AND  FISH 
DEPARTMENT 


Contact:  Rich  Guenzel  (307)  745-4046  January  22,  1993 

Mary  Read,  BLM  Wildlife  Biologist,  (307)  324-4841 

PRESCRIBED  BURNS  PLANNED  TO  IMPROVE  BIGHORN  SHEEP  H&RTTAT 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department  are  planning  prescribed  bums,  in  the  spring  and  fall  of 
1993,  to  improve  bighorn  sheep  habitat  on  the  Laramie  Peak  Wildlife 
Habitat  Area,  about  25  miles  west  of  Wheatland. 

The  turns  were  recommended  by  a study  of  the  Laramie  Peak 
bighorn  sheep  herd  as  a way  to  improve  habitat.  The  bums  will  cover 
about  400  acres  of  steep  public  lands  adjacent  to  cliffs  used  by  the 
animals.  The  turning  of  old  growth  sagebrush  this  spring  will 
promote  the  regrcwth  and  nutritional  quality  of  grasses  that  provide 
valuable  forage,  especially  for  ewes  and  lambs.  The  fall  bum  is 
designed  to  open  up  passage  routes  for  the  sheep. 

"Last  year  we  went  in  and  cut  dcwn  beetle-killed  ponderosa 
pines  in  the  area, " said  Bob  Gurney,  G&F  habitat  supervisor  for 
southeast  Wyoming.  "Dropping  these  trees,  in  combination  with 
turning  this  area  in  the  fall,  will  open  up  travel  lanes  for  the 
sheep  between  the  cliffs  and  forage  areas.  We're  very  hopeful  this 
project  will  significantly  improve  the  bighorn  sheep  habitat  on  the 
Laramie  Peak  unit." 

(more) 


Information  and  Education  Services 
5400  8ishop  Boulevard 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82006-0001 


PRESCRIBED  BURNS  PLANNED  TO  IMPROVE  BIGHORN  SHEEP  HABITAT 

page  2 

An  informational  public  meeting  about  the  bums  will  be  held  by 
the  G&F  and  BLM  in  Wheatland,  Feb.  20,  10:00  a.m.  to  12:00  p.m.  at 
the  Wheatland  Public  Library.  The  public  is  invited  to  attend  to 
learn  about  the  project  and  offer  their  views. 

"This  project  is  an  outstanding  exanple  of  how  the  BLM, 
affected  landowners  and  grazing  permittees,  numerous  public 
agencies,  conservation  organizations  and  private  citizens  can 
cooperate  together  for  the  benefit  of  wildlife,"  said  A1  Pierson, 
Rawlins  district  manager  for  BLM.  "By  pooling  our  talents  and 
resources  we  are  able  to  get  much  more  accomplished  toward  reaching 
a common  goal." 

Prescribed  burning  is  a frequently  used  habitat  management  tool 
used  to  control  certain  types  of  vegetation  and  to  promote  the 
growth  of  grasses  to  improve  forage  for  wildlife  and  livestock.  In 
North  America,  the  technique  was  first  used  by  several  Native 
American  tribes.  Prescribed  bums  are  not  conducted  until  weather 
and  moisture  conditions  are  suitable,  and  adequate  manpower  and 
equipment  are  in  place  to  confine  the  fire  to  a predetermined  area. 

The  Laramie  Peak  prescribed  bums  are  supported  by  the 
Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep;  Southeast  Wyoming  Resource 
and  Conservation  Development  District;  Myron  J.  Wakkuri,  who  donated 
the  proceeds  from  a guided  hunt  to  the  project;  BLM;  G&F;  U.S. 

Forest  Service  and  Laramie  Rivers  Conservation  District. 

For  more  information  about  the  project  contact  Rich  Guenzel, 

(more) 


PRESCRIBED  BURNS  PLANNED  TO  IMPROVE  BIGHORN  SHFFP  H&BITAT 

page  3 


G&F  game  biologist  at  1-800-843-2353  or  Mary  Read,  BLM  wildlife 
biologist  at  324-4841. 
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July  19,  199i 


Myron  J.  Wakkurl 
Project  Coordinator 
us  da.  SCs 

lo02-i>  9th  Street 
boeatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Dear  Mr,  Wakkurl i 

Enclosed  pleaae  line  the  Information  you  requested  concerning  cost,  time  frame 
and  location  for  the  pre-bum  timber  cutting  project  at  Split  lock.  The 
cutting  vould  take  place  on  BLH  land,  T.  24  W. , 1.  71  tf..  Sec.  31,  and  would 
total  approximately  27  acres.  The  roundish  northern-most  cut  ia  approximately 
14  acres  and  the  long  southern-most  cut  is  approximately  13  acres. 

The  southern  cut  unit  has  a higher  tree  density  than  the  northern  unit.  Using 

stand  density  data  vt  estimate  an  average  of  50  trees/acre  for  the  two  stands. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  project: 

1 tree  teller:  tll.UU/hour 

1 man  can  cut:  4 trees/hour 

4/tree:  $2. 75/tree 

with  added  expense,  estimate:  >5.00/ tree 

therefore  >5. 00/tree  x 50  traes/acre  x 27  acres  • >6750.00 

Time  frame  for  project: 

5u  creca/acre  x 27  acres  " o37.5  hours  for  1 man 
4 trees/hour 

Xoe  project  will  go  to  contract  if  aLri  nandlea  it  and  will  therefore  be  bid 

on.  Considering  the  rough  terrain  and  difficult  access,  ve  may  not  get  s bid 

as  low  as  >o?5u.0o. 

If  flnfi  handles  the  contract,  we  require  a 15*  administrative  overnead  fee, 
viilcn  vould  bring  the  estimate  of  >6750.00  to  >7762.50.  Tne  Wyoming  Game  and 
Pisu  Department  nay  be  willing  to  handle  tne  contract  thereby  eliminating  the 
overhead  fee. 


We  appreciate  jour  interest  in  this  project*  IX  you  have  any  questions, 
please  contact  Deborah  foelfcer  at  007)  324-4841 . 


Sincerely, 


Area  Manager 

Great  Divide  Resource  Area 


uroclJter:gjr:7/lo/yi:  0421k 
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flay  24,  l*yl 


flyron  (axruri 
rroject  coordinator 
Uox/A  Sub 

i.>02  - n ytn  btreot 
Sheatland,  tl  orkul 

near  fir.  warruri: 

enclosed  please  lind  a copy  of  tne  iiiAwo  erant  Proposal  for  tne  bplit  dock 
prescribed  burn  in  tne  naramie  Peak/Lucr  Creer  area. 

Leoorao  roelrer  nas  done  soae  cnecring  and  naaen’t  gotten  very  favoraole 
feeaoacr  on  tne  timber  cutting  proposal.  It  will  be  impossible  to  use  summer 
temporaries  wmcu  means  a contract  would  oe  required,  uur  forester  ectimated 
a coot  ol  several  nunarea  dollars  per  acre  for  a contractor  to  get  tne  joo 
done. 


respite  tne  opposition,  ^eSoraa  still  believes  it  wouid  oe  wortn  wniie  to  cut 
out  some  oi  tne  areas  of  prime  concern,  particularly  those  few  acres  near  tne 
peak  oi  oput  r.ocr  if  not  t^e  full  ku  acres  of  Interest. 


■e  greatly  appreciate  your  participation  in  tne  Laramie  Pear  nignorn  bneep 
committee  meeting  on  aonday  tne  20 tn  of  flay,  ana  the  interest  you've  taren  in 
tnia  project,  if  you  nave  any  questions  please  contact  neboran  Poelrer  at 
>2h-4o41. 


bincerely , 


Area  manager 

ureat  niviae  neeource  Area 


liPOJaUOfcii : ode : op-k<f-^l : U4y7d 
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July  18,  1**1 


Mr.  koberc  ourney 

Wyooing  uaoe  and  Fish  l>epart»eac 

P.0.  Box 

Yoaer,  Wycaiag  8rk‘»4 
Dear  Boo: 


l wasn't  aoie  to  find  tne  actual  brcaxuown  o f eatlnated  dollars/ flyinp  else  or 
nemcopter  ruex  expenses,  however  tills  is  a gross  breakdown  of  the  estimated 
project  coat. 

me  inundation  for  horth  Aaerlcaa  Wild  Sheep  (FnAW $)  has  accepted  our  proposal 
and  has  allocated  $/13u.0u  to  tola  project.  Myron  Wakkuri  of  the  USOA  SCS 

pmua  to  request  up  to  *ouuu.00  - ilooou.ud  for  tne  prebum  tlnber  cuttlna 
expense. 


cstlciateu  v,oat  of  burn  " m.bbU.Oo 


Subsistence  Q personnel  and  per  dies/: 
.ravel  expenses: 
aelicopter  and  Fuel 

locals: 

• -Fr * 

1 hhpe  these  figures  will  t>e  or  n«lp  i 


BLh/  *KiPD/  OSFS 


suFO 

FhAWS 

Cooperators 

14,000.00 

300.00 

3000.00 

?15u.U0 

3ouu.  Uo 

/iOO.00 

14,300. do  • 
24,030. 00 

you. 


Sincerely , 


oe corah  Poe iter 


Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep 


720  ALLEN  AVENUE  • CODY.  WYOMING  82414-3402  • PHONE  (307)527-626^  ^FAX  (307)^27-71 17 


OFFICERS  AND 
DIRECTORS 

Howard  W.  Pollock 
fKtnifMlI  FnudttU 
C/ysLAi  To»er,  Suit*  134-N 
1600  South  Eads  Street 
Ariaactm.  VA  22202-2914 
001)521-1137(0) 

003)  Ml -0019  (Telefax) 

Dr.  Robert  DiGruia 
Tint  Vkt-frtaJ**l 
1*94  Tablerock  Road 
State.  ID  13712 
C20»)  376-7413(0) 

(201)  336-3044  (H) 

Daniel  A.  Pedrotti 
See  mV  Vice  -Pro  lie  at 
*00  N.  Shoreline  Boulevard 
Suite  2400 

C orpin  Chnso , TX  78401 
(512)  **4-2443  (O) 
(512)991-6642  (H) 

Phyllis  Carlson 
Secretary 

71*5  132nd  St  Wen 
App*e  Valley.  MN  35124 
(612)43144*8  (H) 

Dan  Artery 
Tmawr 
Owe 

■ad.  WY  *2201 
322-2029  (H) 

(307)  322-3332  (Me**a|e> 

Pete  Oauedaro 
A m»a ear  Trwsvrr 
2928  Em  Wathmftoo 
Phoeiui . AZ  *5034 
(602)  *404749  (H) 

(602)  275-7096  (PhoneTFai) 

Carry  Vince 
1 0.  Boa  64*8 

Fan  St  John.  British  Columbia 
Canada  V1J  4H9 

(604) 7*546*1  (O) 

Jobany  Drift 
P.O  Boa  4*74 
WUUaat  Lake.  B.C. 

Canada  V2C  2Vt 

(605)  39*- 76*6 

Harvey  Kadlec 
PwrPmidrar 

16970  Croon  Street  N.W. 
Andover.  MN  55304 
(612)753-1061  (H) 

Don  Schmalz 
P.O  Boa  604 
Cody.  WY  *2414 
(307)  5*7-5929 


May  13,  1991 

Deborah  Poelker 
BLM 

P.O.  Box  670 
Rawlins,  WY  82301 

Dear  Deborah, 

On  behalf  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  and  the 
Wyoming  Chapter  of  FNAWS,  I would  like  to  congratulate  you  on  the 
acceptance  of  your  project  91-54  titled  “Split  Rock  Prescribed 
Burn".  The  Wyoming  Chapter  of  FNAWS  has  taken  a special  interest 
in  this  project  and  has  agreed  to  fund  it  through  their  chapter. 
Kathy  M.  Gay,  Wyoming  FNAWS  Secretary  and  Treasurer,  will  be  your 
contact  for  disbursement  of  funds.  She  can  be  reached  at  307- 
856-4968  or  11809  Hwy  26-789,  Shoshoni,  WY  82649. 

Of  the  $7150.00  requested,  $7150.00  has  been  allocated  to  this 
project.  Per  our  conversation,  Deborah,  this  money  has  been 
allocated  contingent  on:  That  the  money  be  deposited  in  the 

Range  Improvement  Fund  and  that  there  are  no  administrative  fees 

associated  with  this  project.  FNAHS  arid  it's  chapters  are 

adamant  that  we  are  not  charged  with  administrative  fees  now  or 
in  the  future.  According  to  this  project's  Grant  application, 
the  $7150.00  was  expensed  to  helicopter.  We  would  expect  that  if 
this  project  did  not  use  all  of  these  funds,  that  only  the  amount 
needed  would  be  requested,  or  returned  to  WY  FNAWS  as  the  case 
may  be. 

We  are  extremely  proud  and  excited  to  be  working  in  a partnership 
with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  We  are  a non-profit 
organization  with  a completely  volunteer  board.  Our  Board  of 
Directors  have  a "hands  on"  philosophy  to  these  projects  and 
physically  get  involved  whenever  possible.  They  are  responsible 
for  master-minding  our  conventions  which  this  year  alone  funded 
over  $600,000.00  in  projects  and  returned  permit  money,  totaling 
over  5 million  dollars  to  date  in  conservation  projects.  Surely 
you  can  understand  why  administrative  costs  are  not  an  option. 

If  I can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me.  Kathy  Gay  will  be  receiving  correspondence  and  will 
be  in  touch  with  you. 


Tom  Brow* 

17130  Wle*  57th  Plare 
Golden.  CO  *0403 
—7)  278-2502  (H) 
291-7212(0) 
294-0*74  (Telefax) 

Kim  Wtrbekrw 
Business  Afrunistraior 


Sincerely, 

Marti  Nielsen 
GIA  Coordinator 


Marti  A.  Nielsen 
Grant-m-Aid  Coordinator 


Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep 


. nrw-DDncrr  nDf.  i K/mTti 


FNAWS  Headquarter* 
720  AOea  Avenue 
Cody.  WY  12414 


(307)  527 -62- 
FAX  (307)  527-71 
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May  29,  1991 


Meaorandua 


I®:  State  Director,  Wyoming  (950) 

Atta:  Aria  gust 


Fro®:  Acting  District  Manager,  Rawlins 

* ’ ~ l'w  / 

Subject:  Request  for  Slim  ®f  Adalnlat ratine  Surcharge 


We  request  the  State  Director  receaaeed  vainer  of  adalnletrstlve  surcharge  on 
oar  "Fish  Wyoming"  grant  fro®  the  Vyoaing  Cane  rad  Fleh  Department  (W3F8). 

The  grant  is  for  a f labor ica  project  titled  "Teton  Reservoir  Seat  leap  and 
Jetty."  The  VGFD  ia  aharing  113,090  toward  the  coat  of  thie  project  and  baa 
atipulated  that  we  do  «ot  expend  any  coetrihoted  fund*  on  adainistratlva 
coots.  We  question  whether  aa  18  percent J adaiaiatratlva  aareharge  ia 
- appropriate  for  Challenge  Coat  Share  projects*  The  WQFB  fee la  that 

edalnistrative  surcharge  ie  an  inappropriate  expenditure  ef  aoeay  specifically 
designated  for  na— the  -ground  flah  and  wildlife  aenegeaent  projects. 

la  there  another  fund  .account  other  than  7122  that  as  cool d nee  legitiaetely 
to  avoid  administrative  surcharge t Could  a h l anket  -waiver  for  Challenge  Coat 
Share  contributed  fwnda  be  requested!  Ve  have  another  east  el|ar<  pro jeet 
eeaieg  up  involving  bighorn  sheep.  The  Foundation  for  Sorth  Americas  Wild 
Sheep  haa  tentatively  approved  this  project.  It  ia  also  the  policy  of  the 
Foundation  that  contributed  aoniea  vili  not  be  weed  to  fund  administrative 
casta.  We  are  forwarding  e letter  to  that  effect  (ettadhaeuC  1)  and  wilt  seed 
another  request  for  waiver  of  edeinistretive  surcharge. 

* ' O'-  ^ ~ * 


Find  attached  fore®  1380-11  and  1380-lle.  If  yoe  have  any  questions,  plaase 
contact  f red  Stabler  at  this  office  at  FTY  3J8-S36I*  PI cats  1st  ua  know  Whan 
the  State  Director  has  made  a recoaaendatlod^qe  this  request  for  waiver  and  a 
final  decision  is  wade  by  the  Service  Center.  titlMtdte  nika  plane  for  the 
sweater  field  season. * ~ ' er^ ~ * 1 " *' C- r 

'3-  • . . : • - ■ -.T.  ' .’t'  'O?  5 2-c  r~L  • " 


■ . /»/ Bad  Holbrook 

- „ 

3 Attschaents: 

Atch.  1 - Letter  dated  May  13,  1991 
Ateh.  2 - Fora  1380-11 
Atch.  3 - Fore  1380-lle 

cc:  Mark  Gorges,  WSO"  (932)  - ..  idSe bra  Poelker,  CDRA 

Jack  Welch,  LRA  Phyllis  Foster,  Adain. 


1 1A 
*0 


EXCEPT.ON  INDIRECT  COST  RATE  - TRUST  FUND  PROJECT  REQUEST  FORM 


To: 

From: 

Subject: 


Service  Center  Director  (SC-615) 


Exception  Indirect  Cost  Rate 


Please  establish 
an  indirect  cost 
Financial  System. 


SUBACTIVITY: 

(PROGRAM) 


Tnjst  Fund  Project 

h has 

ra^e  • in  thje  Federal 


the  following  Trust  Fund  project  wh-irh  v,««,  k 
rate  other  than  the  annual  prevailing  been  authorized 


^ 71"  ' PR0IR:rI°» 
Q 7123  ‘ 


PROJECT  NUMBER: 

EXCEPTION  INDIRECT  COST  RATE:  0 0 j 


ORGANIZATION  CODE 
OF  LEAD  OFFICE: 


W Y 


0 3 0 


*ft2attTS«5a'?  N“"ber  *SSi8"“'"t  “0 

Approving  OKicUl  h.s  e-pUt-WpS 


NAME  OF  APPROVING  OFFICIAL  (Please  Type)  , 
SIGNATURE  OF  APPROVING  OFFICIAL: 

TITLE: 

DATE: 


Attachment  3 


TRUST  FUND  PROJECT  NUME  I 
ASSIGNMENT  AND  INFORMATION  DATA  FORM 


SUBACTIVITY » L_J  7110  - CONVEYANCE  OF  OMITTED  LANDS 

0 7121  ' ?S?INGEA^EL0PM£NT>  PR0TECT^N.  and  MANAGEMENT  (TAYLOR 

G]  7122  - RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT,  PROTECTION  AND  MANAGEMENT  (FLPMA) 

n 7123  * oSv°FUN§ ) DEVELOPtlENT • protection  and  management  (Calif. 

a 7130  - PUBLIC  SURVEY 

CHI  7300  - TRUSTEE  FUNDS  (ALASKA  TOWNSITES  ONLY) 

PROJECT  NUMBER , CASE  FILE  NUMBER,  

PROJECT  NAME:  Teton  Reservoir  Boat  Ramp  and  Jetty 

APPLICANT  (VENDOR)  NAME : John  Baughman 

ADDRESS:  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department 

5400  Bishop  Blvd. 

Cheyenne,  WY  82006 

TELEPHONE  NUMBER:  777-4559  

ORGANIZATION  CODE 

OF  LEAD  OFFICE:  _W  _Y  0 3 0 

ORGANIZATION  CODE  OF 
OTHER  OFFICES  CHARGING 

TO  THE  PROJECT:  / / 

/ / __  I I 3 

1 / 

EXCEPTION  INDIRECT  COST 

RATE  (7122  AND  7123):  __  0 j 

PROJECT  MANAGER  NAME 

AND  TELEPHONE  NUMBER:  Fred  Stabler,  FTS  328-3361 


L, 


VENDOR  NUMBER: 
AGREEMENT  NUMBER: 
RA  DOCUMENT  NUMBER: 
INPUT  BY: 


io*  sravic*  CEHTZ*  u*»  0«.T 


DATE: 


_ / / 


.1 

I 

i 

O 


Attachment  2 


h y 


PROJECT  TITLE: 


Roc 


LOCATION: 

a t tsciiien t 


- ! ' t ' 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECT: 

kill ed  p o n aer o s a p irg  . ']" h e 

5 p 1 .1 1.  R p c K p r ?;c*i  p e c our  n 
suomitted  to  Reuroation  for 
wvonunc  Earns  and  P a sn  Ospertw 


L ; 


a-  yore  : ■■  .■  ne  j.  y 
s wiO.  ne  Pvrned  a+: 
t see:  a r:  •"acr:<r.srt  I I 
no r t.  n nm e r : ca r-  W i i a - • 
t ; w i • F L ; an::  - n e w ■ o mint 
wi  i i prov ids  a f i /e 
-iow ever,  one  to  tne  absence  of 
roaos  into  one  area  and  the  extremely  ruoqea  terrain  the  crew  will 
do  airlifted  from  tne  south  aids  of  Ducv  Creek  tc:  tng  — j.  sis  near 
Split  Rock., 


Fisr s r ■ / a n a to i < o i i f = R ese a ron  .jn  j r 
perforin  the  cutti  na  at  no  cost . 


■ - - ’ . r £ O -r  T"  ~ — 

for  propose 
S - sep i » T ne 
. oopere t i . e 
ran  team  to 


NEED  FOR  PROPOSED  PROJECT:  One  ser ions  or  it: ! em , lasntj'ied,  f aci nc 
the  bio  horn  sneec  of  tne  Laramie  Peak  area  is  tne  encroachment  c f 
ponderosa  pine  into  historical  snesp  ham  tat.  Fine  -tanas  reduce 
habitat  Quality  Dv  reducing  foraging  areas  anc  by  dreatinp  an 
impediment  to  tne  s hasp , particularly  when  trees  di-ioe  escape 
terrain  and  foracma  areas,  as  is  the  case  on  Split  Roc-  fountain. 
The  frees  on  Split  Rock  ha ve  been  beet le  rilled  and  c-e  to  rugged 
terrain  are  not  salvadie  by  harvesting* 

Beetle  Killed  trees  me  y peq  i n to  fail  arte-  f 1 . e -/ears  , depend  1 --o 
upon  wind,  moisture . soil  and  to  poo  rap"’,  conditions.  Once  tne 
beetle  killed  trees  nave  fax  Jen  they  w.i  1 } errea  re  an  e - en  oreater 
mnderance  to  tne  sneep.  on  the  ground  than  stsndmc  drees.  T he 
trees  on  Split.  r~'oc  k nave  been  standing  aea.a  for  tur-ee  ears  ana 
longer  and  some  have  a 1 read'-  fallen. 


If  these  trees  are  r-ot  removed,  the  li'-elihocc  of  an  u;  o„n  pro  i abi  e 
wildfire  is  greatly  increased  by  the  hi  oh  fuel  lo -at  . u removing 
the  trees  visihi  1 i cv  for  foraqino  sheet-  will  be  xnoreeeec , fhu.s 
reducing  the  time  and  energy  spent  m a state  of  ale'--  It  nas 
been  shown  that  sheep  feeo  more  efficiently  m the  sbse~ :?  of  trees 
•'Doug  McWhirter,  Masters  Thesis.'. 


The  burn  area  will  be  closely  monitored  for  cnanqe  m sheep  use  and 
vecetarive  quality . Vegetative  monitorna  cages  na  e a . read’-’  Deer 
distributed  throuonout  the  proposed  burr  area,  nsvino  peer  siuna  by 
helicopter  m September  1991  into  this  remote  and  rudoed  area. 

The  eminent  question  remains , how  to  remove  the  trees: 

1)  to  aa m the  greatest  benefit  from  tne  burn 

2)  before  they  fail  and  create  a creator  mncerencs  to  f -e 
sheep 

3 > to  reduce  the  possibi  li  t-'  of  future  wildfire 

4 • since  harvestmc  tne  trees  is  economical  iv  and  possidj 

pm's  l.  ca  1 i • infeasible. 


To  cut  ana  pum  beetle  h ilied 
b - n & f i t p i 3 n o r n s n e r-  n , 


trees  m maccessi c . r 
a “ t e n q t e o o e T ~ 1 • e * ~ 


a re  a s 

T-  -.  1 C: 


■;  3 ;•=  r,  <==•  b?  F-  — - tp  r-j 


7 r7«  f"  7 


o 


! i he  projected  cos t for  a rteiicoctsr 
no  si.  te  W2  1 1 total  ; $6995  «-'.’0  t =se  cal 


:o  airiiT-  toe 


Monies  ana  personnel  already  committee  for  the  burn  amount  to 
a p o ro  : i mate  i y ti  i4  , you . (.'!.? , oy  '!  he  <-  ouna  a " ion  for  North)  American  wiig 
bneep  (‘■•NAwS.i  , tne  Wvorihc  tiame  and  i = n Department  t i*J G F D • . tne 
Bureau  of  Land  Mar  a cement  >.  8LM  t , ana  zn&  US  forest  Service  i ,i5F5  '*  . 


L.  u b T B F:  E A r.  D 0 A M : 

h<? 1 icop t e r c o s t : 

"“i & i x.  coo  t^r  r> <=  t f *"> *'*■ •=  ■$  ^ A < .•  < » * • 

$aA'.  . 00  ::  4nrs  terry  time  round  tr  i p 
$AAu  : >0  < 2 Mrs/  aa v 5 days  of  wor« 

s u DtCCM=  $6160. 00 


$ 1 7 aO . O0 
s44<  *0 . 00 


A us  1 t r uc  k to  s t : 

fuel  ir  jc(-  cost  / mi  — $0 . 50 


A 50  m i roun d t r j.  p 


$225 . 00 


ciem  cos 


per  aiem  for  one  person  / n ic  nt=  *.*»!• 


$ r j ant  2 i driver  <-  pilot  f 5 pi  act  3 = $600.00 

TOTAL  COST  FOR  HELICOPTER  OPERATION  = $6985.00 


a 


BURN 


PERSONNEL  & PER  DIEM: 

To  blackline  and  burn:  15  people  x $12. 00/hr  x 10  hrs/day  x 5 days=  $9000.00 
per  diem:  15  people  x $30.00  x 5 days=  $2250.00 


Holding  force/postburn:  2 people  x $12. 00 /"hr  x 10  hrs/day  x 2 days=  $480.00 


per  diem:  2 people  x 30.00/day  x 2 days= 
Travel  expense: 


HELICOPTER: 

WGFD: 

Helicopter 
Helitorch  fuel 
Fuel  truck 

Per  diem  pilot  & truck  driver 


FNAWS: 

Helicopter 


Helicopter:  (breakdown  in  proposal) 


Per  diem:  5 people  x 30.00/day  x 5 days: 


$120.00 
$450 . 00 


SUB-TOTAL 

$12,300.00 

$1375.00 
$800.00 
$225.00 
$600 . 00 

SUB-TOTAL 

$3000.00 

SUB-TOTAL 

$7150.00 

TOTAL  FOR 

BURN-  $22,450 

SUB-TOTAL 

$6985.00 

days : 

$3000.00 

$750.00 

SUB-TOTAL 

3750.00 

TOTAL  FOR  TIMBER  CUT=  $10,735.00 


GRAND  TOTAL  FOR  PROJECT^  $33,185.00 


COST  BREAKDOWN  PER  AGENCY: 


Q 


BURN: 


WGFD: 

Helicopter,  fuel...  $3000.00 
personnel  & per  diem  (5  people  for  5 days):  $3750.00 
Travel  expense:  $150.00 


SUB-TOTAL  $6900.00 

USFS: 

personnel  & per  diem  ( 1 person  for  5 days):  $750.00 

BLM: 

Personnel  & per  diem-  burn  '9  people  r-.r  c da”°i:  $6750.00 

Personnel  i per  diem-  Holding  for--e  if  people  ror  2 days):  $600.00 

Travel  expense:  $300.00 


SUB-TOTAL  $7650.00 


FNAWS : 
Helicopter : 


o 

$7150.00 

TOTAL  COST  FOR  BURNv  $22,450.00 


TIMBER  CUT: 

WGFD: 

Personnel  & per  diem:  $3750.00 

SCS  Proposal: 

Helicopter:  $6985.00 

TOTAL  COST  FOR  TIMBER  CUT=  10,735.00 


TOTAL.  _QQST  FOR  TIMBER  CUT  & BURN  PER  AGENCY: 

WGFD: 

USFS: 

BLM: 

FNAWS : 

SCS  Proposal: 


$10,650.00 

$750.00 

$7650.00 

$7150.00 

$6985.00 


GRAND  TOTAL  FOR  PROJECT^  $33,185.00 


Fire  Management  and  Wildlife 


Habitat  Extension  Bulletin  No.  49 


Prescribed  burning  can  be  an  effective  manage- 
ment tool  for  improvement  of  wildlife  habitat. 
Farm  and  ranch  owners  in  the  state  of  Wyoming 
can  improve  habitat  for  wildlife , and  increase 
forage  for  domestic  livestock  by  including  pre- 
scribed burning  in  land  management  planning. 

A prescribed  fire  is  quite  different  from  a 
“wildfire.”  Wildfires  are  unplanned  and  can  be 
destructive,  while  prescribed  bums  are  carefully 
planned  to  maximize  benefits  and  minimize  the 
chance  of  uncontrolled  burning. 


This  bulletin  describes  the  steps  to  complete  a 
prescribed  bum,  expected  results,  and  the 
effects  on  certain  wildlife  species. 

Prescribed  fire  is  traditionally  associated  with 
management  of  public  forest  lands.  However,  a 
great  deal  of  fire  management  can  be  imple- 
mented on  private  lands  where  sagebmsh 
communities  predominate.  Much  of  the  94 
million  acres  of  sagebmsh  habitat  in  the  West 
can  be  improved  for  wildlife  and  livestock.  Since 
sagebmsh  communities  are  so  widespread  in 


Fire  staning  with  a drip  torch. 


WYOMING  GAME  AND  FISH  DEPARTMENT 


o 


Mule  deer  (left)  and  other  big  game  thrive 
on  grass,  shrubs,  and  aspen  rejuvenated 
by  fire.  A controlled  bum  (next  page) 
improves  forage  in  the  year  following  the 
Jire  (below). 


Wyoming  and  burning  of  these  areas  is  relatively 
common,  they  are  discussed  throughout  this 
bulletin. 

All  sagebrush  is  not  created  equal:  there  are 
several  subspecies,  many  of  which  occur  in 
Wyoming.  Common  examples  include  Wyoming 
big  sage,  bud  sage,  black  sage,  and  silver  sage. 
These  subspecies  occur  at  elevations  ranging 
from  2,000  to  10.000  feet  and  differ  enough  that 
unique  fire  prescription  plans  are  needed  for 
each  type. 

Planning  Prescribed  Burns 

Before  burning  is  conducted,  or  perhaps  even 
considered  as  an  option,  the  landowner  should 
evaluate  the  condition  of  his  or  her  property. 
Prescribed  burning  is  one  of  many  tools  useful 
for  range  improvement;  it  is  not  a cure-all. 

While  some  range  problems  can  be  solved  using 
prescribed  bums,  many  others  can  not.  There 
are  three  sound  management  reasons  to  bum 
areas: 

Over-utilization  is  a nice  word  for  overgrazing. 
Overgrazing  normally  leads  to  a loss  of  grasses 
and  forbs,  after  which  plant  species  such  as  big 
sagebrush  become  the  dominant  plants  in  the 
area.  In  certain  cases,  lands  that  have  been 
abused  in  this  manner  can  be  rejuvenated 
through  burning. 

Under-utilization  is  not  common  but  can  be  a 
problem,  particularly  in  grasslands.  Periodic 
burning  of  prairie  communities  was  a natural 
cyclic  occurrence  in  years  past.  Fire  suppres- 
sion in  these  areas  combined  with  little  or  no 
grazing  can  lead  to  under-utilization.  Bunch 
grasses  (those  species  which  colonize  areas 
through  root  stocks  rather  than  rhizomes)  can 
become  decadent,  with  old  growth  choking  out 
new,  eventually  impeding  plant  growth.  Pre- 
scribed burning  can  remove  dead  growth,  return 
nutrients  to  the  soil,  and  stimulate  plant  root 
systems  to  produce  new  growth  only  days  after  a 
fire  passes. 

Finally,  succession  is  a sound  reason  for 
prescribed  burning.  In  areas  where  fire  has 
been  suppressed,  many  undesirable  species  of 


grasses,  shrubs,  and  in  some  cases, 
trees,  may  invade  the  area,  reducing 
preferred  forage  quality  and  availa- 
bility. Prescribed  burning  provides 
a way  to  reduce  these  invading 
plants  and  encourage  establishment  of  more 
desirable  forage  plants. 

After  reviewing  the  range  condition  and  deter- 
mining that  a prescribed  bum  can  achieve  the 
desired  improvements,  the  landowner  should 
formulate  a Jire  use  plan.  This  plan  consists  of 
the  following  components: 

1 . Bum  Area 

First,  the  bum  area  borders  must  be  clearly 
defined.  This  will  help  later  when  fire  breaks  are 
established.  Rather  than  burning  large  acre- 
ages, plan  on  burning  smaller  sections  within 
the  larger  area  on  a yearly  rotational  system. 
This  rotational  burning  will  maintain  habitat 
diversity  and  benefit  a variety  of  wildlife  species. 

2.  Bum  Objectives 

Secondly,  bum  objectives  must  be  clearly 
identified.  What  is  the  purpose  of  the  bum? 
What  effect(s)  is/are  desired?  When  should  the 
bum  be  conducted  (season,  time  of  day,  number 
of  days)?  Variables  of  a prescribed  bum  can  be 
manipulated  so  a landowner  can  achieve  the 
exact  desired  results. 
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3.  Bum  Prescription 

Thirdly,  a fire  prescription  must  be  developed 
to  reach  the  established  objectives.  The  pre- 
scription is  comprised  of  a number  of  compo- 
nents which  result  in  a fire  that  accomplishes 
these  established  objectives.  For  example,  a fire 
that  bums  too  hot  may  destroy  preferred  vegeta- 
tion or  sub-surface  tissue  of  preferred  plants,  or 
it  may  jump  fire  breaks  and  become  uncon- 
trolled. A fire  that  bums  too  cool  may  not 
spread  adequately  throughout  the  bum  area, 
resulting  in  incomplete  combustion  of  fire  fuels, 
spot  burning,  and  failure  of  the  bum  objectives. 

One  of  the  major  prescription  components  is 
the  time  of  year  for  burning  to  obtain  desired 
results.  From  a wildlife  standpoint,  this  decision 
can  be  critical.  Ground  nesting  birds,  including 
sage  grouse,  can  be  severely  impacted  if  bums 
are  conducted  between  April  and  August.  To 
prevent  wildlife  impacts  and  still  provide  other 
benefits,  early  spring  or  fall  are  the  best  times  to 
conduct  a prescribed  bum. 

Deciding  when  to  bum  is  partially  dependent 
upon  bum  objectives  and  the  plants  indigenous 
to  the  site.  Bums  should  be  conducted  when 
preferred  plants  are  dormant.  Warm  season 
grasses  such  as  buffalo  grass  and  blue  grama 
benefit  from  a spring  bum,  while  they  are  still 


dormant.  Cool  season  grasses  such  as  blue- 
bunch  wheatgrass,  Idaho  fescue,  western 
wheatg'rass,  and  prairie  junegrass  benefit  from  a 
fall  bum  following  their  growing  season.  In 
general,  forbs  are  negatively  impacted  by  spring 
bums  and  benefitted  by  fall  bums,  particularly 
those  forbs  which  grow  from  root  stocks. 

Examining  each  bum  season  reveals  other 
considerations. 

Spring  bums 

Fuel  moisture  is  relatively  high  during  this 
period,  resulting  in  a cooler  bum  that  still  kills 
sagebrush.  Cooler  fires  are  easier  to  control  and 
much  less  likely  to  leap  fire  lines.  Snow  banks 
can  be  used  for  firebreaks  to  reduce  firebreak 
construction  efforts  and  associated  burning 
costs.  Spring  bums  allow  regrowth  during  the 
summer  growing  season.  This  may  be  impor- 
tant, for  example,  on  a big  game  winter  range 
where  vegetative  regrowth  will  provide  critical 
forage  for  big  game  during  the  coming  winter. 
However,  in  spring,  fuel  moisture  content  may 
be  too  high  to  successfully  carry  a fire,  produc- 
ing incomplete  and  spot  burning. 

Fall  bums 

In  the  fall,  fuel  moisture  content  is  typically 
low  enough  to  achieve  bum  objectives,  and 
weather  conditions  are  usually  favorable  for 
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Fire  in  old  stands  of  willow  (center  and  next  page)  or  sage- 
brush (bottom)  stimulates  new  growth  and  improves  forage 
value.  A wildjlower  sprouts  in  the  aftermath  of  a ground  fire 
in  Yellowstone  (left). 


prescribed  burning. 

Typically,  fall  bums  are  more  effective  in 
eliminating  big  sagebrush.  Since  big  sagebrush 
drops  its  seeds  in  late  fall,  early  fall  burning 
removes  both  mature  plants  and  their  seeds. 
This  helps  to  prevent  quick  re-establishment  of 
sagebrush  the  following  spring  and  allows 
desirable  forage  plants  to  colonize  the  bum  area. 
Grasses  and  bitterbrush,  often  associated  with 
big  sage  communities,  drop  their  seeds  in  early 


summer,  thereby  avoiding  detrimental  effects 
from  fall  burning.  Burned  areas  provide  a 
superb  environment  for  these  seeds  to  germinate 
and  establish  themselves. 

On  the  negative  side,  fall  bums  may  require 
more  firebreaks,  and  the  hotter,  drier  conditions 
of  a fall  bum  increase  the  risk  of  fire  leaping  a 
firebreak  or  spotting  to  other  areas.  Despite 
these  potential  drawbacks,  fall  bums  are  recom- 
mended for  big  sagebrush  stands. 
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4.  Burning  Plan 

The  last  component  of  a fire  use  plan  is  the 
burning  plan.  This  is  the  actual  “blueprint"  of 

Gthe  planned  fire  and  includes  the  following 
components: 

Fuel  Treatments 

In  certain  cases,  sparse  fuels  may  have  to  be 
more  evenly  distributed  or  augmented  in  the 
bum  area  to  obtain  the  desired  results.  How- 
ever. fuel  may  be  limited  in  some  areas  and 
excessive  in  others.  Fuel  may  need  to  be  more 
evenly  distributed  to  avoid  veiy  hot  bums  or 
blowups  that  might  result  in  fire  escaping. 

Fire  Lines 

Fire  lines,  whether  natural  or  constructed, 
should  completely  encompass  the  treatment 
area.  In  most  cases,  fire  lines  10  feet  wide  will 
contain  a fire,  but  there  are  exceptions  to  this 
rule.  For  instance,  the  downwind  fire  break  may 
need  to  be  50  feet  or  more  wide  to  prevent  a 
prescribed  bum  from  escaping. 

Prescribed  Burning  Effects 

What  effects  can  a land  manager  expect  from  a 
successful  bum,  and  how  does  this  benefit 
wildlife?  One  of  the  most  visible  effects  of  a 
prescribed  fire  is  a decrease  in  canopy  cover  of 
timber  and  large  shrubs  such  as  sagebrush. 

This  allows  more  sunlight  to  reach  the  ground, 
stimulating  growth  of  desirable  grasses  and 
forbs. 

Soil  temperatures  tend  to  be  higher  on  burned 
areas  and  become  snow-free  sooner  in  spring  as 
the  exposed,  blackened  soil  is  warmed  by  the 
^ sun.  The  added  nutrient  availability  produced 
by  burned  vegetative  material  encourages  seed 


germination  sooner  than  other 
areas.  Vegetation  from  burned 
areas  has  a higher  palatability  and 
nutritional  content  that  is  very 
attractive  to  livestock  and  big  game 
alike.  Increased  nutrient  flow  and 
increased  soil  moisture  also  result 
from  a prescribed  bum. 

Burned  areas  should  be  rested 
from  domestic  livestock  grazing  for 
at  least  two  years.  This  allows 
desirable  plants  to  become  fully 
established,  while  minimizing 
colonization  of  weedy  species.  If  this 
rest  period  is  not  observed,  the 
likelihood  of  sagebrush  re-invasion 
is  high,  with  reduced  benefits  of 
burning.  Prescribed  fire  affects 
wildlife  in  different  ways.  Some  of 
these  effects  are  listed  below: 

Small  mammals 

Most  small  mammals  are  initially  adversely 
affected  by  fire.  Populations  of  small  mammal 
species  as  well  as  the  number  of  species  (diver- 
sity) of  small  mammals  in  a bum  area  will  be 
initially  reduced.  Burrowing  animals  often 
escape  the  flames  and  heat  from  all  but  the 
hottest  fires  by  remaining  underground  during 
fire  passage.  Most  small  mammals  are  killed 
indirectly  from  cover  and  food  reduction  in  the 
burned  area.  For  example,  small  mammals 
foraging  in  a burned  area  become  easy  targets 
for  predators  such  as  hawks  and  owls.  As 
vegetation  regenerates  however,  small  mammals 
from  nearby  locations  will  re-colonize  the  burned 
area. 

Bird  Species 

Areas  known  to  support  nesting  birds  should 
not  be  burned  until  fall  to  avoid  loss  of  nesting 
cover.  This  allows  nesting  birds  to  use  the 
available  cover  and  successfully  raise  broods.  In 
the  spring  following  a bum.  adequate  residual 
nesting  cover  may  be  lacking.  To  accommodate 
ground  nesting  birds  in  this  situation,  bums 
should  be  relatively  small  to  maintain  a portion 
of  the  area  in  nesting  cover  at  all  times. 

Pronghorn  Antelope 

Few  studies  have  been  conducted  regard- 
ing fire  effects  on  pronghorn  antelope  and  their 
range.  Although  antelope  feed  on  a combination 
of  grasses,  forbs,  and  browse,  they  prefer  forbs 
particularly  in  spring  and  summer.  They  rely 
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heavily  on  sagebrush  during  the  winter  months, 
so  anything  done  to  promote  forb  production 
while  at  the  same  time  preserving  30  to  50 
percent  of  the  original  shrub  cover  present  will 
be  beneficial  to  antelope. 

Mule  Deer 

Mule  deer,  like  most  big  game  species,  will 
readily  utilize  burned  areas,  especially  after 
green-up.  Deer  are  attracted  to  newly  develop- 
ing, succulent  shoots  and  young  sprouts  on  the 
bum  area.  Studies  indicate  that  the  higher 
nutritional  value  of  these  plants  will  be  main- 
tained for  1 to  3 years  post-bum.  After  that 
period,  forage  nutrient  levels  will  decline  until 
they  reach  a level  that  existed  prior  to  the  bum. 
At  that  point,  the  area  may  need  to  be  burned 
again. 

Studies  also  show  that  increased  forage 
quality  of  burned  areas  leads  to  healthier,  larger 
animals,  and  in  the  case  of  does,  higher  ovula- 
tion rates  and  higher  birth  rates.  A critical 
consideration  for  deer  is  to  avoid  burning  all 
cover  in  an  area.  This  can  be  accomplished  by 
burning  smaller  areas  (up  to  60  acres)  to  leave 
nearby  cover  for  deer  or  preserve  localized 
patches  of  cover  within  a burned  area.  In  either 
case,  40  percent  or  more  of  the  original  shrub 
cover  should  remain  to  optimize  deer  numbers. 

Elk 

Elk  feed  on  a combination  of  grasses,  forbs, 
and  browse.  Prescriptions  that  promote  regen- 
eration of  these  plants  will  likely  benefit  elk. 
Prescribed  burning  studies  of  elk  habitat  indi- 
cate that  fall  bums  have  the  best  long-term 
effects  for  elk  herds.  If  a fall  bum  is  correctly 
done,  maximum  use  by  elk  will  occur  after  7 
years. 

One  favorite  food  item  of  elk  normally  pro- 
moted by  fire  is  aspen.  Aspen  trees  regenerate 
by  producing  shoots  from  the  parent  tree.  This 
process,  called  “suckering,"  is  often  stimulated 
by  fire,  resulting  in  an  upsurge  of  aspen  shoots 
and  increased  forage  for  elk. 

One  other  beneficial  effect  of  fire  in  elk  habitat 
is  a resultant  decrease  in  browse  height.  Not 
only  is  regenerated  browse  easier  for  elk  to 
reach,  but  the  succulence  and  nutritional  value 
of  browse  are  increased,  resulting  in  healthier 
animals. 


Conclusions 

The  process  of  prescribed  burning  is  far  more 
involved  than  simply  setting  fire  to  an  area.  It 
involves  considering  a number  of  interrelated 
variables  to  meet  specific  management  objec- 
tives. The  process,  because  of  its  complexity 
and  associated  danger,  demands  that  only 
experts  conduct  such  activities. 

For  more  information  about  prescribed  burn- 
ing and  possible  treatment  of  your  lands,  con- 
sult one  or  more  of  the  following  persons:  your 
local  Agricultural  Extension  agent,  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  the  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department’s  fire  management  supervisor 
or  habitat  personnel,  and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
fire  management  supervisor  in  your  area. 

For  further  reading  on  the  subject  of  pre- 
scribed burning,  please  consult  the  following 
references: 

Chandler.  Craig,  Phillip  Cheney,  Philip  Thomas, 
Louis  Trabaud,  and  Dave  Williams.  1983. 

Fire  in  forestry.  John  Wiley  and  Sons.  New 
York,  NY.  450  pp. 

Pyne,  Stephen  J.,  1982.  Fire  in  America,  a 
cultural  history  of  wildland  and  rural  fire. 
Princeton  University  Press,  Princeton,  NJ. 

654  pp. 

Pyne,  Stephen  J.,  1984.  Introduction  to  wildland 
fire,  fire  management  in  the  United  States. 
John  Wiley  and  Sons.  New  York,  NY.  455  pp. 
*Smith.  Michael  A..  Jerrold  L.  Dodd,  and  J. 
Daniel  Rodgers.  1985.  Prescribed  burning  on 
Wyoming  rangeland.  Agricultural  Extension 
Service  bulletin  B-810. 

Wright.  Henry  A.,  and  Arthur  W.  Bailey.  1982. 
Fire  ecology,  United  States  and  Canada.  John 
Wiley  and  Sons.  New  York.  NY.  501  pp. 

*Dr.  Smith  is  a fire  extension  specialist  in  the 
Department  of  Range  Management  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Wyoming,  Laramie.  He  will  conduct 
prescribed  bums  on  private  lands  for  landown- 
ers. 

Written  by  Euin  Oneale.  through  the  Wyoming 
Cooperative  Fishery  and  Wildlife  Research  Unit. 

This  publication  is  one  in  a series  of  habitat 
extension  bulletins  produced  by  the  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  Department.  Call  1-800-842-1934 
for  additional  information  or  assistance. 
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We’d  been  tracking  the  bighorn  V 

'.sheep 'all  morning, ;by_  radio 
telemetry  and  "sight, ' and4t^haliy^£^ 
looked  like  Dan  was  gomglo'get  his 
shot.1l  hung  back  arid  framed  him, 
ram,  and  two  ewes  in  the  viewfinder 
of  mv!Nikori.-:then  Mt  thV&fiutfer  antf^fi!^ 
hoped  for'tfie  bestas  he  fired  theJ6^'n":^^^ 
quilizer.ilajt  Into  one  of  &£ewe'SivTh^^^^ 
threelReep^oitojacro^tfierc^lsbn^^^ 


|^^%*.the'st^p'slo^6verip^ngthejl6rth 


Praw.?aSbpt^a^iile  SronTivSeire  Dan 
Kadi&rted  tKe^we^somel three  miles 


Tne  dominance  of  a small  number  of  rams  in 
a brfwrn  sheep  population  can  exae'ierute 
eer.etic  pn  Hems  in  isolated  sheep  populations. 
Tnc  \iyor  oj  adults  :n  the  population  mas  even- 
tual is  he  ajfe.  ted  as  a result  of  inbreedine 
1 Rams  by  LiiRl.)  Parker:  ewe  ami  Utmh  on 
previoio  paste  by  Jetf  Wtnueai. 


downstream  from  the  abandoned  town 
of  Garret.  Wyoming.  The  two  ewes 
and  the  ram  were  beautiful  in  their 
light  winter  coats  but  tough  to  see 
against  the  snow 

The  ram  and  the  other  ewe  took  off 
at  our  approach,  leasing  the:r  fallen 
companion.  It  wasn't  long  before  we'd 
collected  blood  samples,  attached  a 
radio  collar,  and  recorded  f; cures  on 


age.  weight,  and  condition.  . 

Dan  Hengel  has  been  studying  six 
herds  of  sheep  in  the  Laramie  Peak 
area  since  Juh  3.  1989.  for  the  Univer- 
sity of  Wyoming's  Cooperative  Fishery 
and  Wildlife  Research  L'nit.  Dan  said 
our  day  of  darting  over  the  weekend 
of  Feo.  24-25  was  a "typical"  one. 

"It  takes  you  forever  to  get  a shot, 
scent'  like."  he  said. 
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We  hadn't  seen  a single  sheep  the 
day  before,  in  an  ev en  more  rugged 
area  inhabited  by  another  herd. 

Half  of  the  time.  Dan  never  gets  a 
shot.  Seven  of  the  fourteen  radio  col- 
lars placed  on  the  sheep  to  track  their 
movements  were  bolted  on  after  the 
sheep  had  been  captured  w ith  a net  gun 
tired  out  of  a hclicorter  in  August  of 
19S9. 


"Chasing  sheep  (on  the  ground)  is 
pretty  tough."  Dan  said.  "This  is  neat 
country  geographically.  Topographic- 
ally speaking,  it'll  kill  you." 

Bighorn  sheep  were  native  to  the 
Laramie  Peak  area  before  they  were 
extirpated  in  the  nineteenth  century, 
known  as  the  Age  of  Exploitation 
among  wildlife  biologists  and  sym- 
bolized by  the  w holesale  slaughter  of 
American  bison  by  hired  hunters  like 
Buffalo  Bill  Cody. 

The  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  De- 
partment has  transplanted  168  big- 
horns from  the  1.000-member  Whiskey 
Mountain  herd  to  the  Laramie  Peak 
area  since  1964.  The  last  group  of 
twenty  was  transplanted  in  1989  and 
collectively  make  up  the  Marshal  herd. 
Five  other  herds  have  been  established 
in  the  Duck  Creek.  Upper  North  Lara- 
mie, Lower  North  Laramie,  Black 
Mountain,  and  LaBonte  Canyon  areas 
of  Laramie  Peak. 

Bighorn  sheep  transplants  have  been 
going  on  in  Wyoming  since  1934  when 
twenty  sheep  were  moved  from  Flat 
Creek  Canyon  in  Teton  County  to  the 
Big  Horn  Mountains,  said  John  Em- 
merich, a Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department  biologist  in  Lander.  The 
first  bighorns  were  transplanted  from 
Whiskey  Mountain  in  1949,  Emmerich 
said. 


Dan  Hengel's  study  runs  from  1989 
to  1992.  Thirty  radio  collars  will  allow 
him  to  collect  data  on  seasonal  move- 
ments of  the  bighorns  and  to  follow 
them  around  and  collect  population 
data  on  lambing  rates,  survival  rates, 
sex  ratios,  numbers  of  animals  lost  to 
predation,  accidents,  and  disease.  The 
study's  other  objectives  include  collect- 
ing data  on  seasonal  diet  and  habitat 
use. 

Ultimately,  the  study  will  try  to 
determine  how  successful  the  trans- 
planting of  sheep  to  the  Laramie  Peak 
area  has  been.  Preliminary  population 
data  indicate  that  the  herd  recently  has 
been  declining  in  numbers,  Hengel 
said. 

A population  model  used  by  biolo- 
gists Joe  Bohne  and  Rich  Guenzel  esti- 
mates the  168  transplanted  animals 
should  have  grown  to  about  225  in- 
dividuals. Hengel's  low  population 
estimate  is  181.  his  high.  235. 

Dan  Hengel's  toughest  work  is  track- 
ing the  Duck  Creek  herd.  So  far,  only- 
two  radio  collars  have  been  attached 
to  ewes  there,  via  the  helicopter  net 
gun  technique. 

"Finding  them's  one  thing— getting 
up  on  ’em  so  you  can  get  a shot’s 
another,"  he  said. 

The  ratio  of  lambs  to  ewes  in  the 
Duck  Creek  area  has  declined  from 
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live  lambs  per  ten  ewes  in  June  to 
about  two  iambs  to  ten  ewes  now.  Dan 
said.  In  the  herd  overall,  it  would  De 
stood  to  see  one  lamb  per  ewe  and  a 
survival  rate  of  fifty  to  sixty  percent 
instead  of  the  fifteen  to  twenty -five  per- 
cent Dan  now  estimates. 

According  to  reports  given  at  svm- 
posia  of  the  Northern  Wild  Sheep 
Council,  transplanting  bighorn  sheep 
has  become  a common  method  to  tr\ 
to  increase  bighorn  sheep  herd'  in  the 


Rocky  Mountain  region.  Populations 
of  Rocky  Mountain  bigh  orn  sheep 
have  steadily  decreased  since  the  turn 
of  the  century  due  to  the  social  and 
agricultural  activ  ities  of  man.  deterior- 
ation of  habitat  and  range,  and  various 
diseases,  according  to  researcher  Terry 
Spraker. 

Not  much  information  is  available 
on  what  leads  to  success  or  failure  m 
bighorn  sheep  transplants. 

But  in  an  earlier  studv  of  several 


bighem  herds  near  Encampment.  Wyo- 
ming. John  Cook  concluded  that  the 
main  limiting  factor  on  bighorn  popu- 
lations is  the  availability  of  quality 
forage,  particularly  during  the  summer 
lambing  season.  Juveniles  were  most 
vulnerable  to  a lack  of  quality  food. 

Infrequent  dispersal  and  specific 
habitat  requirements  also  limit  sheep 
populations.  Researchers  agree  fire 
suppression  during  the  last  century  has 
probably  worsened  forage  and  habitat 


conditions  for  bighorns. 

The  timing  of  lamb  births  and  the 
g'een-up'of  annuai  graces  is  critical 
ar.d  must  occur  simultaneously  to  max- 
imize lamb  survival.  Cook  hypothe- 
sized that  genetic  differences  max  be 
among  the  reason^  bighorns  haxe  dis- 
appeared from  many  loxv-elexation 
area>  where  thex  thrived  during  the 
nineteenth  century  The  earlier  big- 
horns. which  had  no  access  to  alpine 
ranges,  probable  adapted  to  the  lower 


altitudes  by  timing  their  birth  pulses 
with  the  annual  green-up  of  grasses, 
making  lots  of  high-quality  forage  av  ai- 
lable for  lactating  ewes  when  they 
needed  it  most  to  produce  milk  for 
hungry  lambs.  But  transplanted  big- 
horns from  alpine  ranges  such  as  Whis- 
key Mountain  may  be  less  adapted  to 
the  dry.  low -elevation  ranges  where 
they  are  released  than  were  nineteenth- 
century  sheep 

Although  fo race  max  be  abundant. 


The  relations!'.:?  between  births  and  deaths 
determines  rite  r..v  'growth  or  decline  in  any 
population.  T:e  and  productivity  of  the 

female  is  gene-.;.  :e.c  hey  to  this  relationship. 
Laramie  Peak  ' nt  ewes  are  having  trouble 
bearing  enough  to  stabilize  the  herd.  The 
question  is:  He  ’ 
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the  specific  plants  needed  to  meet 
bighorn  nutrient  requirements  mav 
not.  Cook  found  that  only  five  to  fif- 
teen percent  of  plants  met  the  needs 
of  adult  ewes  with  lambs. 

Precipitation  is  critical  to  plant 
growth  and  sheep  survival:  Cook  pre- 
dicts that  a minimum  of  sixteen  inches 
per  year  is  needed,  and  that  levels  less 
than  ten  inches  per  year  will  prohibit 
the  successful  establishment  of  a trans- 
planted herd. 

Hengel.  Cook,  and  other  researchers 
agree  on  many  of  the  criteria  a poten- 
tial transplant  site  should  have  in  order 
to  establish  successful  bighorn  herds. 
Two  primary  limiting  factors  affecting 
transplant  success  are  escape  terrain 
and  high-quality  summer  forage. 

Transplant  sites  should  have  average 
slopes  of  thirty-five  to  forty  percent  or 
more:  some  studies  show  bighorns  like 
slopes  two  to  three  times  steeper.  Sheep 
like  rock  outcrops  ten  to  100  feet  high 
and  some  larger  rock  walls  of  160  feet 
or  more,  open  ridges  which  blow  free 
of  snow  in  the  winter,  and  open  travel 
corridors  from  one  seasonal  habitat 
type  to  another.  Sheep  prefer  particu- 
larly rugged  escape  terrain  for  lambing 
and  raising  lambs,  but  water  also  must 
be  available  through  late  summer. 

Why  were  the  sheep  extirpated  from 
their  historic  range'1  Have  these  prob- 
lems been  corrected0  Can  a particular 
reintroduction  site  support  a minimum 
of  fifty  transplanted  sheep  to  establish 
a viable  population?  These  are  critical 
questions  to  answer,  if  possible,  before 
reintroducing  sheep,  Hengel  said. 

Cook  said  forested  areas  should  be 
avoided  because  sheep  prefer  open 
habitats  with  good  visibility.  Bighorns 
tend  to  cluster  around  isolated  “is- 
lands" of  suitable  habitat  within  larger 
areas  of  unsuitable  habitat.  But  con- 
centrating sheep  facilitates  the  spread 
of  disease  and  increases  competition 
for  high-quality  forage.  Hengel  added 
that  competition  with  other  wild  ungu- 
lates and  domestic  livestock  should  be 
avoided,  where  possible. 

Cook  listed  several  management  re- 
commendations for  Rocky  Mountain 
bighorn  sheep.  Controlled  bums  in- 


crease forage  qualitv  and  should  be 
done  on  lambing-nursery  area-,  prefer- 
ahi_\  w ithin  200  to  300  cards  of  rugged 
escape  terrain  to  benefit  summering 
sheep.  The  idea  is  to  decrease  sage- 
brush. increase  torbs.  and  maintain 
deciduous  browse. 

Deforestation  may  actual!;,  help  big- 
horns. but  clearcuts  should  be  near 
escape  terrain. 

Techniques  of  transplanting  should 
be  carefully  planned  to  place  sheep  in 
areas  near  the  most  suitable  habitat  and 
to  spread  sheep  throughout  a potential 
range.  Cook  wrote.  Sheep  transplanted 


Quality  f< >niut  . critically  important to bighorn 
'keep.  Primar  \ vazers.  the  ilieep  require 
pientv  of  iinL\>  rear  steep  escape  cover  in  order 
to  prosper.  Sr  a -tree  slopes  or  windswept 
rallies  arc  cn:\.;i  n » overwinter  survival.  I Ram 
and  ewe  by  L:tRa\  Parker). 


to  southcentral  Wyoming  sites  have 
been  reluctant  to  disperse  very  far  from 
release  sites,  and  some  have  failed  to 
occupy  better  ranges  than  those  they 
colonized.  Therefore.  Cook  said  mul- 
tiple release  sites  should  be  considered. 
This  would  encourage  bighorn  migra- 
tions between  alpine  summer  ranges 
and  low -elevation  winter  ranges.  Both 
size  and  distribution  of  bighorn  herds 
can  be  increased  w ith  multiple  release 
sites. 

Drug  treatment  of  diseases  such  as 
lungworm  and  a summer  feeding  pro- 
gram to  supplement  diets  w hen  ewes 


are  lactating  should  be  considered, 
Cook  said. 

The  jur>  is  still  out  on  the  success 
of  the  Laramie  Peak  transplant,  until 
sometime  after  Dan  Hengel's  field 
work  is  completed  in  1992  and  he's 
analyzed  the  population  data. 

But  w hate’,  er  the  results,  it's  certain 
that  simple  transplanting  bighorn  sheep 
to  a site,  even  one  they  historically  oc- 
cupied. isn't  enough  to  ensure  their 
success.  A bighorn  reintroduction  re- 
quires careful  management. Z Z □ 

T,ld  \!ams  : . indent  at  the  University  of 
H . i nnine 
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Date: 


February  10,  1992 


/> 


NEWS 


Contact: 


Debbie  Poelker 
(307)  324-4841 


BLM 


United  Stales  Department  of  me  Intenor  Bureau  of  Land  Management  P 0 Box  670  Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Bud  Holbrook,  Area  Manager  of  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area, 
Rawlins,  Wyoming,  announced  the  receipt  of  a check  for  $7,150  from  the  Wyoming  Chapter  of  the 
Foundation  for  the  North  American  Wild  Sheep  (FNAWS).  The  money  will  provide  needed 
financial  assistance  to  an  interagency  effort  to  use  prescribed  burning  for  improvement  of 
Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  habitat  in  the  Laramie  Peak  area  of  east  central  Wyoming. 

Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  were  reintroduced  into  the  Laramie  Peak  area  in  1964.  As  of 
June  30,  1989,  168  bighorn  sheep  from  the  Whiskey  Mountain  herd  near  Dubois,  Wyoming,  have 
been  transplanted.  In  spite  of  these  releases,  the  Laramie  Peak  herd  is  having  difficulties 
reestablishing  itself  in  this  historic  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

The  Laramie  Peak  Bighorn  Sheep  Technical  Committee,  comprised  of  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department,  University  of  Wyoming  Cooperative  Fish  and  Wildlife  Research  Unit,  U.S.  Forest 
Service,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  recommends  habitat  manipulation  through 
prescribed  burns  to  improv  the  herds  health  and  vigor.  Holbrook  says  the  committee  is 
9rateful  to  FNAWS  for  their  generous  contribution  to  aid  the  sheep.  FNAWS 's  purpose,  as 
stated  in  their  articles  of  incorporation,  is  "to  promote  the  management  of,  and  to  safe 
guard  against  the  extinction  of  all  species  of  wild  sheep  native  to  the  continent  of  North 
America . " 
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MEASURE  PLAN  AGREEMENT 


Through  the  request  of  the  S.E.  Wyoming  RC&D  and  the  Laramie  Rivers 
Conservation  District,  and  the  cooperative  efforts  of  the  sponsors  and 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS),  this  mutually  agreeable  RC&D 
Measure  plan  has  been  completed.  This  RC&D  Measure  has  been  adopted 
by  the  S.E.  Wyoming  RC&D  Council  and  included  in  th/e  area  plan  as  a 
means  to  accomplish  objectives  for  the  area. 
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PROBLEMS  AND  OPPORTUNITIES 
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This  project  is  located  within  the  Lararnie  Peak  Wildlife  Habitat  Area 
in  Albany  County,  Wyoming  (Sec.  31,  T.  Z4N . , R.  71W.).  The  location 
will  be  more  specifically  called  the  Duck  Creek  - Split  Rock  area. 

Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  ( Ov is  canadensis  canadensis)  were 
reintroduced  into  the  Laramie  Peak  area  of  east  central  Wyoming  in 
1964.  To  date,  163  bighorn  sheep  have  been  relocated  into  this  area. 
In  spite  of  these  transplants,  the  Laramie  Peak  sheep  herd  appears  to 
be  dec  lining.  ^ 

One  serious  problem,  identified,  facing  the  bighorn  sheep  and  other 
wildlife  in  this  area  is  the  encroachment  of  ponderosa  pine  into 
historical  sheep  habitat.  Pine  stands  reduce  habitat  quality  by 
depleting  foraging  areas  and  by  creating  an  impediment  to  the  sheep, 
particularly  when  trees  divide  escape  terrain  and  foraging  areas. 

This  is  the  case  on  Split  Rock  Mountain. 


Many  of  the  trees  on  Sp I it  Rock  Mountain  have  been  killed  by  the 
mountain  pine  beetle.  Due  to  the  rugged  terrain,  it  is  not  possible 
to  harvest  the  dead  trees.  E^eetle  ki  I led  trees  may  begin  to  fal  I 
after  five  years,  depending  upon  wind,  moisture,  soil  and  topography. 
After  these  trees  have  fal  len  they  wi  I I create  an  even  greater 
hindrance  to  the  sheep  on  the  ground,  than  standing  trees.  The  trees 
on  Sp I it  Rock  Mountain  have  been  standing  dead  for  three  years  and 
longer  and  some  have  already  fal len. 


If  these  trees  are  not  removed,  the  chances  of  an  uncontrollable 
wildfire  is  greatly  increased  by  the  high  fuel  load.  By  removing  the 
trees,  visibility  for  foraging  s h e e p will  be  increased,  thus  reducing 
the  time  and  energy  spent  in  a state  of  alert.  Studies  have  shown 
that  sheep  feed  more  efficiently  in  the  absence  of  trees. 


To  cut  and  burn  beetle  killed  trees  in  inaccessible  areas  to  benefit 
wi I d I ife  has  never  been  attempted  before  in  this  part  of  Wyoming,  if 
it  all.  In  the  Laramie  Peak  Area  there  are  vast  acres  of  beetle 
killed  trees  inaccessible  to  harvesting,  which  are  especially 
hindering  to  bighorn  sheep  survival.  If  this  project  proves 
successful,  this  method  of  tree  removal  may  become  widely  used  as  a 
management  tool  for  improving  wildlife  habitat  in  beetle  kill  areas. 

The  burn  area  will  be  closely  monitored  for  changes  in  wildlife  use 
and  vegetation  quantity  and  quality.  Vegetative  monitoring  cages  have 
already  been  distributed  throughout  the  proposed  burn  area,  having 
been  slung  by  he  I i copter  in  September  1991  into  this  remote  and  rugged 
area. 
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ALTERNATIVES 


Use  fire  as  a tool  to  improve  forage  quality  while  leaving 
standing,  beetle  killed  trees  to  eventually  fall  naturally. 

Fall  standing,  beetle  killed  trees  by  mechanical  means,  then  use 
fire  as  a tool  to  "open"  the  beetle-kill  areas (and  improve 
vegetation  quality  and  quantity. 

Do  nothing  - let  nature  take  its  course. 


SELECTED  PLAN 


o 


Alternative  number  two  has  been  selected.  The  proposed  action  is  to 
prescribe  burn  approximately  400  acres  of  sagebrush/grass , mountain 
shrubs,  young  ponderosa  pine  and  mature,  beetle  killed  ponderosa  pine. 
The  planned  burn  will  be  in  a mosaic  pattern  within  a 1500  acre  area. 

The  following  results  are  anticipated: 


1 . Improve  forage  quality  and  quantity  for  bighorn  s h e e p , elk: 
and  mule  deer  by  improving  grass/forb  production,  increasing 
new  palatable  shrub  production  and  reducing  stagnant  shrub 
growth . 

Z.  Improve  bighorn  sheep  feeding  sites  adjacent  to  escape 
terrain  and  nursery  areas. 

3 . Reduce  young  ponderosa  pine  regeneration  in  the  burn  u n i t s 

to  provide  visual  migration  corridors  for  wildlife  to  escape 
cover  or  habitat  not  currently  used. 


4.  Provide  uneven  - aged  forage  classes  and  edge  effect  by 
conducting  mosaic  pattern  prescribed  burns. 


Improve  wildlife  habitat  and  increase  wildlife  numbers  .to 
provide  quality  wildlife  experiences  for  the  general  p u b I i c 
wishing  to  use  the  31,000  acre  Laramie  Peak  Wildlife 
Habitat  Area. 


o 
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IMPLEMENTATION  STRATEGY 


The  design,  layout  and  implementation  of  this  project  will  be  done  by 
the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service. 

The  project  will  be  completed  in  the  following  seqcjence: 

1.  Pre-burn  timber  cutting  - approximately  27  acres  of  mature, 
beetle  killed  ponder os a pine  will  be  knocked  down  during  the 
late  winter  of  1992> 

2.  Prescribed  burn  - approximately  400  acres  will  be  burned  in 
the  early  spring  of  1 992 . This  controlled  burn  will  be  in  a 
mosaic  pattern  over  a 1500  acre  area.  A He  I i cop ter /He  I i torch 
will  be  used  during  the  burn. 

3.  Post-burn  monitoring  - the  above-named  agencies  will  monitor 
the  results  of  this  project  on  a continuing  basis. 

Transects  will  be  sampled  on  burned  and  unburned  sites  to 
determine  percent  canopy  cover,  vegetation  height  and 
composition.  Forage  will  be  clipped  and  analyzed  to 

d e t e r rn  i n e crude  protein  and  total  digestible  nutrients. 

Wi  Idl  ife  spec i es/behavi or /numbers  will  be  monitored 
accordingly. 


A DEMONSTRATION  TO  EVALUATE  AND  IMPROVE  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  IN  BEETLE 
KILLED  PONDEROSA  PINE  BY  USING  PRESCRIBED  BURNING 


Cost  Est i mates 

TIMBER  CUT: 


\ 

Helicopter:  (breakdown  in  proposal)  SUB-TOTAL 

$6985 . 00 

Personnel  : 5 people  x $12.00  x 10  hrs/day  x 5 days: 

Per  diern:  5 people  x $30. 00/ day  x 5 days: 

SUB-TOTAL 

$3000 . 00 
$ 750.00 

$3750 . 00 

TOTAL  FOR  TIMBER  CUT= 

$10, 735 . 00 

BURN: 


PERSONAL  & PER  DIEM: 

To  b 1 a c k line  and  burn:  15  people  x $12. OO/hr  xlO  hrs/day 

x 5 days : 

$9000 . 00 

Per  diern:  15  people  x $30.00  x 5 days: 

$2250 . 00 

Holding  f ore  e/postburn : 2 people  x $12. OO/hr  x 10  hrs/day 


x 2 days: 

$480 . 00 

Per  diern:  2 people  x $30. 00/ day  x 2 days: 

$ 1 20 . 00 

Travel  expense: 

SUE- TOTAL 

$450 . 00 

$12, 300 . 00 

HELICOPTER: 


H e 1 icopter 

H e 1 i t o r c h fuel 

Fuel  truck 

Per  d i e rn  pilot  & truck  driver 

SUB-TOTAL 

$ 1 375 . 00 
$800 . 00 
$225 . 00 
$600 . 00 

$3000 . 00 

Helicopter  SUB-TOTAL 

$7150.00 

TOTAL  OF  BURN= 

$22 , 450 . 00 

GRAND  TOTAL  FOR  PROJECT= 

$33,185.00 
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COST-SHARE  PROPOSAL  PER  AGENCY 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 


$ 


|5 . 00 


TOTAL  COST  PER  AGENCY 


Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department 
U.  S.  Forest  Service 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Wyoming  Chapter  Foundation  for  N.A.  Wild  Sheep 
S.E.  Wyoming  Resource  Conservation  and  Development  1 

Total 


$10, 650 . 00 
750 . 00 


$ 


7 . 650 . 00 

7. 150.00 
6 . 985 ■ 00 

3 . 1 85 . 00 


1 Refers  to  appropr  i at  i on  that  would  come  to  the  Southeastern  W'. 
RC&D  through  the  Wyoming  SCS/RC&D  budget. 
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MAINTENANCE  AGREEMENT 


Project  maintenance  will  b e the  responsibility  o f t h e Bureau  of  L a n d 
M a n a g e rn  e n t . 

M a i n t e n a n c e includes  performance  of  work  and  providing  the  rn  a t e r i a I s 
to  prevent  the  deter i or  at i on  of  practices  and/or  repair  damage  to  or 
replacement  of  the  practice  if  one  or  more  of  its  components  fai I. 
This  includes  both  routine  and  recurring  needs.  Damages  to  completed 
practices  caused  by  normal  deterioration!  d r o u g h t f flooding  caused  b y 
rainfall  in  excess  of  design^  or  vandalism  is  considered  maintenance. 


The  undersigned  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance. 


Date 


Title A*  (_  vfr 


© 


© 
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COMPLIMCE_WITH  CIVIL  RTflHTfl_ngr 


The  RC&D  program  will  be  conducted  in  compliance  with  the 
nondiscrimination  provisions  as  contained  in  Title  VI  and  VII  of  the 

of^  sffpS  aLCa„°10019^r  TS''  theJCivil  Rilhti  Restoration^Act 
(Pub.  Law  100  *.59)  and  other  nondiscrimination  statutes- 

Se<rt:Lon  504  > °f  "the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973  Title  IX  of 
tha  Education  Amendments  of  1972,  the  Age  Discrimination  Act  ofl?75 

n ^ccoi dance  with  the  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

StaS;  sOafi1  PofthR  & B)  ^hieh  Provide  that  n°  P^so/in  tSe  United 
h 21, -f  1th  ground  of  race,  color,  national  origin,  age  sex 
ligion,  marital  status,  or  handicap/disability  be  excluded  from 
participation  in,  or  be  denied  the  benefits  of , or  be  otherwise 
fede^?Sf-t0  dlsf:rfTlinatlon  under  any  program  or  activity  receiving 

nCial  (°r  technical)  assistance  from  the  Department? 
Agriculture  or  any  agency  thereof.  P °r 


NO.  MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS  TO  BFMPFT T 


be  ad^i??^^^  delegate  to  Congress,  or  resident  commissioner,  shall 
be  admitted  to  any  share  or  part  of  agreement,  or  to  any  benefit 

arising  from  it.  However,  this  clause  does  not  apply  to  this 

t0  th®.  extent  that  this  agreement  is  made  with  a corporation 
for  the  corporation's  general  benefit. 


AGREEMENT. JR£QUIRED_TO  OBLIGATE  FUNDS 


is  is  not  a fund  obligating  document.  Financial  and  other 
assistance  to  be  furnished  by  SCS  in  carrying  out  the  work  in  this 
plan  is  contingent  on  the  appropriation  of  funds  for  this  purpose.  A 
separate  agreement  will  be  entered  into  between  SCS  and  sponsors 

S^brLeither  PaftY-  ^ltiatas  work  involving  funds  of  the  other  oarty. 
Su^h  an  agreement  will  set  forth  in  detail  the  financial  and  working 
arrangements  and  other  conditions  that  are  applicable  to  the  specific 
improvements  to  be  installed.  peciric 
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SIGNATURE  BLOCK 


A DEMONSTRATION  TO  EVALUATE  AND  IMPROVE  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  IN  BEETLE 
KILLED  PONDEROSA  PINE  BY  USING  PRESCRIBED  BURNING 


****** 

This  project  measure,  implementation  and  proposed  funding  have  been 
reviewed  and  approved. 

The  plan  may  be  amended,  revised  or  terminated  by  mutual  agreement  of 
the  p a r t i e s hereto. 
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Myron  J.  Wakkuri 
Project  Coordinator 
USDA  Soil  Conservation  Service 
1302-B  9th  Street 
Wheatland,  Wyoming  82201 

Dear  Mr.  Wakkuri: 

This  grant  proposal  would  provide  needed  financial  assistance  to  an 

effort  to  improve  Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  habitat  in  the 
Laramie  Peak  area  of  east  central  Wyoming.  Cooperating  agencies  in  the 
Laramie  Peak  Bighorn  Sheep  Technical  Committee"  and  this  project  include 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  University  of  Wyoming  Cooperative  Fishery 
and  Wildlife  Research  Unit,  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  Funds,  equipment  and  personnel  will  be  provided  by  the  above 
mentioned  agencies,  and  additional  financial  assistance  from  SCS  is  requested 
to  administer  the  execution  of  this  project. 

Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  ( Ovis  canadensis  canadensis ) were  reintroduced 
into  the  Laramie  Peak  area  of  east  central  Wyoming  in  1964.  As  of  June  30, 
1989,  168  bighorn  sheep  have  been  transported  from  the  Whiskey  Mountain  herd 
near  Dubois,  Wyoming  and  released  near  Laramie  Peak.  In  spite  of  these 
transplants,  the  Laramie  Peak  sheep  herd  appears  to  be  declining.  The  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  Department  has  set  the  strategic  plan  objective  for  the  Laramie 
Peak  sheep  herd  at  500  animals  and  the  strategic  harvest  objective  at  24  rams 
annually.  However  since  the  first  hunting  season  in  1969,  no  single  year 
harvest  has  exceeded  7 rams.  The  current  population  for  the  Laramie  Peak  herd 
is  estimated  at  227  sheep  and  50-60  sheep  for  the  Duck  Creek-Split  Rock 
subherd.  Through  habitat  manipulation  in  the  way  of  prescribed  burns,  and  the 
removal  of  beetle  killed  pine,  the  committee  hopes  to  improve  herd  health  and 
vigor. 

There  is  an  element  of  urgency  in  that  the  trees  need  to  be  cut  as  soon  as 
possible  in  preparation  for  a late  winter/early  spring  burn.  If  SCS  cannot 
provide  funding  or  if  the  total  cost  for  helicopter  time  is  greater  than  what 
is  estimated  here,  the  Wyoming  Cooperative  Fishery  and  Wildlife  Research  Unit 
will  pay  the  cost  from  big  horn  sheep  project  money. 

If  SCS  does  provide  funding  for  this  project,  one  option  might  be  that  the  SCS 
directly  pay  the  helicopter  company.  Another  option  is  that  the  SCS  enter 
into  a reimbursable  agreement  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Deborah 
Poelker  of  this  office  sent  the  forms  for  this  agreement  to  your  office  last 
month. 
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Please  contact  Deborah  Poelker  at 
comments . 


(307)324-4841  with  any  questions  or 


Sincerely, 


D POELKER: gs : 1-31-92 : \multi\wakklet . dp 


/s/  Bud  Holbrook 

Area  Manager 

Great  Divide  Resource  Area 
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APPENDIX  II 


Vegetation/Habitat  Types 

Major  Range  Sites 
Precipitation  Zone 
Associated  Wildlife  Habitat  Type 
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Uaior 

Rang*  Sites' 


Q rum/Q  raasflk  m 


Forbe 


Shrube/Treea 


Associated  WHdllts 
Habitat  Typ* 


Vegetative  Type 


Precipi- 

tation 

Zona 


(Inchat) 


ah 

All 

Sandy 

Western  wheatgrass 

Phlox 

Black  sagebrush 

Loamy 

Thickspike  wheatgrass 

Buckwheat 

Big  sagebrush 

Clayey 

Bluebunch  wheatgrass 

Lupine 

Douglas  rabbitbrush 

Shallow  Sandy 

Sandberg's  bluegrass 

Pussytoes 

Rubber  rabbitbrush 

Shallow  Loamy 

Indian  rlcegrass 

Aster 

Broom  snakeweed 

Sands 

Threadiest  sedge 

Mllkvetch 

Silver  sagebrush 

Needle-and-thread 

Indian  paintbrush 

Shadscaie 

Prairie  juneg  rasa 

Plains  prickly  pear 

Spiny  hopsage 

Sand  dropseed 

Penstemon 

Wlnterfat 

Prairie  eandreed 

Vetch 

Birdsfoot  sagebrush 

Plains  reedgrass 

Horsebrush 

King-spike  fescue 

Skunkbush  sumac 

Oniongrass 

Yucca 

Columbia  needlegrass 

Snowberry 

Basin  wildrye 

Mountain  brome 

Bitterbrush 

Bottlebrush  squirreltall 
Idaho  fescue 

G reasewood 

7-9 

Saline  Lowland 

Sandberg's  bluegrass 

Purah  seepweed 

Black  g reasewood 

Indian  rlcegrass 

Dock 

Big  sagebrush 

Inland  saltgrass 

Phlox 

Gardner's  saltbush 

Alkali  sacaton 

Biscultroot 

Wlnterfat 

Thickspike  wheatgrass 

Plains  prickly  pear 

Bud  sagebrush 

Botllebrush  squlrreltail 

Pepperweed 

Douglas  rabbitbrush 

Basin  wildrye 

Globemallow 

Birdsfoot  sagebrush 

Nuttail's  alkaligraaa 

Mllkvetch 

Alyssum 

Onion 

Rubber  rabbitbrush 

Saltbush 

7-9 

Saline  Upland 

Indian  ricegrass 

Biscuitroot 

Gardner's  saltbush 

Bottlebrush  squirreltall 

Onion 

Bud  sagebrush 

Sandberg's  bluegrass 

Woody  aster 

Birdsfoot  sagebrush 

Western  wheatgrass 

Phlox 

Greeaewood 

Bluebunch  wheatgrass 

Penstemon 

Shadscaie 

Buckwheat 

Horaebrush 

Wlnterfat 

n shrub 

10-14 

Rocky  Hills 

Bluebunch  wheatgrass 

Penstemon 

Antelope  bitterbrush 

15-19 

Loamy 

Sandberg's  bluegrass 

Buckwheat 

Snowberry 

Shallow  Loamy 

King-spike  fescue 

Western  yarrow 

Big  sagebnjsh 

Very  Shallow 

Idaho  fescue 

Violet 

Skunkbush  sumac 

Mountain  brome 

Lupine 

Rubber  rabbitbrush 

Threadleaf  sedge 

Cinquefoil 

Silver  sagebrush 

Bottlebrush  squirreltall 

Arnica 

Common  chokecherry 

Columbia  needlegrass 
Indian  ricegrass 

Western  wheatgrass 
Ross’  sedge 

Balsamroot 

Wild  rose 

Ceanothus 

Serviceberry 

Western  snowberry 
Currant 

Mountain  mahogany 

Broad  leaf  Trees 

15-19 

Aspen 

Columbia  needlegrass 

Buckwheat 

Quaking  aspen 

Elk  sedge 

Columbine 

Snowberry 

Bromegrasses 

Geranium 

Oregon  grape 

Ryegrasses 

Elkweed 

Creeping  juniper 

Sedges 

Licorice  root 

Buffaloberry 

Kentucky  bluegrass 

Yarrow 

Currant 

Big  bluegrass 

Arnica 

Douglas-fir 

Idaho  fescue 

Cinquefoil 

Strawberry 

Lupine 

Waterteaf 

Wild  roes 

Conifer 

10-14 

No  major  range  site 

Bluegrasses 

Arnica 

Big  sagebrush 

15-19 

Identified 

Sedges 

Mountain  brome 

Idaho  fescue 

Western  wheatgrass 

0k  sedge 

Needlegrass 

Pinegrass 

Balsamroot 

Penstemon 

Bedstraw 

Vetch 

Hawksbeard 

Western  yarrow 

Aster 

Mountain  pea 
Wintergreen 

Limber  pine 

Lodgepole  pine 
Ponderosa  pine 
Snowberry 

Common  chokecherry 
Quaking  aspen 
Antelope  bitterbrush 
Creeping  juniper 
Grouse  whortleberry 
Oregon  grape 
Douglas-flr 

Englemann  spruce 

Greasewood -sagebrush 
Big  sagebrush-rabbitbrush 
Yucca-mixed  grass 
Black  sagebrush 
Silver  sagebrush 
Tall  sagebrush 
Sagebrush-mixed  grass 


G reasewood -sagebrush 
Saltbush  steppa 
G reasewood 
Mixed  shrub 


Saltbush  Steppe 


Mountain  mahogany 
Bltterbrush-sagebrush 
Mountain  ahrubiand 


Aspen  woodland 
Aspen-conifer  wood 


Limber  pine  woodland 
Limber  plne/]unlper  woodland 
Aspen-conifer  woodland 
Douglas-fir  forest 
Lodgepole  pine  forest 
Laramie  Peaks  rockland 


o 


Vegetative  Type 


Precipf- 

tatlon 

Zone 

(Inch**) 


Major 

Rang*  Sites' 


Grass 


7-0  Shallow  Clayey 
10-14  Impervious  Clay 


Meadow/Riparian 


Juniper 


10-14  Shallow  Breaks 


Rockland 


10-14  Igneous 
15-19  Shallow  Igneous 


Barren 


All  Badland 

Rock  Outcrop 
Barren 
Steep  Slope 
Shale 


Grassea/GrassJIkes 


Forbe 


All  Subirrigated 

Saline  Subirrigated 

Wetland 

Lowland 


Western  wheatgraas 
Thickspike  wheatgraas 
Bluebunch  wheatgrass 
Streambank  wheatgrass 
Needle-and-thread 
Sandberg's  bluegrpss 
Indian  ricegrasa 
Blue  grama 
Threeawn 
Prairie  junegrass 
Threadleaf  sedge 
Bottlebrush  squirreltail 

Thickspike  wheatgrass 
Kentucky  bluegraas 
Tufted  hairgrass 
Mat  muhly 
Rushes 
Sedges 
Alkali  sacaton 
Inland  saltgrass 
Cattail 
Bulrushes 
Spikesedge 
Basin  wildrye 
Redtop 
Mannagraases 
Brookgrass 

Mutton  bluegrasa 
Western  wheatgrass 
Threadleaf  sedge 
Bluebunch  wheatgrass 
Idaho  fescue 
Indian  ricegrasa 
Green  needlegrass 
Needle-and-thread 
Thickspike  wheatgrass 
Prairie  junegrass 


Prairie  junegrass 
Creeping  wheatgrass 
Thickspike  wheatgrass 
Griffith  wheatgraas 
Bluebunch  wheatgrass 
Idaho  fescue 
Onesplke  danthonia 
Slimstem  muhly 
Mountain  muhly 
Columbia  needlegrass 


Biscultroot 

Phlox 

Buckwheat 

Puaaytoes 

Aster 

Woody  aster 


Thistle 

Iris 

Lupine 

Mints 

Horsetail 

Aster 

Violets 

Buttercup 

Sea  milkwort 

Arrowgrass 

Plantain 

Goldenrod 

Cinquefoil 


Indian  paintbrush 
Larkspur 
Penatemon 
Golden  weed 


Aster 
Buckwheat 
Stonecrop 


Penstemon 

Pussytoea 

Biscuitroot 

Phlox 

Cinquefoil 

Balsam  root 

Yarrow 

Aster 

Stonecrop 


Shrube/Trees 


Associated  WUdlife 
Habitat  Type 


Big  sagebrush 
Douglas  rabbitbrush 
Blrdsfoot  sagebrush 
Black  sagebrush 
Threetip  sagebrush 
Gardner's  saltbush 
Winterfat 
Bud  sagebrush 


Rubber  rabbitbrush 
Narrowleaf 
cottonwood 
Waterbirch 
Dogwood 

Common  chokecherry 
Currant 

Shrubby  cinquefoil 

Willow 

Silverberry 

Wild  rose 

Aspen 

Buffaloberry 

Hawthorn 


Shortgrass 

Sagebrush-mixed  shrub 
Sagebrush-mixed  grass 


Riparian  grassland 
Aspen  riparian  woodland 
Cottonwood  floodplain 
Willow/waterbirch  floodplain 
Wetland 

Subirrigated  meadow 
Saline  subirrigated  meadow 


Utah  juniper 
Rocky  Mountain 
juniper 

Big  sagebrush 
Winterfat 
Low  rabbitbrush 
Antelope  bitterbrush 
Mountain  mahogany 


Rocky  Mountain 
juniper 
Limber  pine 
Big  sagebrush 
Creeping  juniper 
Antelope  bitterbrush 
Snowberry 
Black  sagebrush 
Currant 
Oceanspray 


Utah  juniper  woodland 
Mountain  shrubland 
Utah  juniper  woodland- 
Limber  pine  woodland 


Laramie  Peaks  rockland 


If  vegetation  Is  present  at  all.  most  of  the  plant  species  associated 
with  the  waste  subtypes  In  the  RMP  area  are  those  associated  with  the 
shortgrass,  sagebrush,  mountain  shrubs,  or  juniper  types. 
Laramie  Peaks  rockland 


Limber  pine  woodland 
Mountain  mahogany 
Badland 


’ SCS  site  identification 
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APPENDIX  III 


Laramie  Peak  HMP  Species  List 

Common  Species 
Threatened/Endangered  Species 
Species  of  Special  Concern 
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LARAMIE  PEAK  HMP 
WILDLIFE  SPECIES  LIST 


Maaked  Shrew 
Water  Shrew 

Weetern  *sa  1 1- footed  Nyotla 

Long-eared  Nyotla 

Llttla  Brown  Nyotla 

Long-laqqed  Nyotla 

Sllvnr-heLred  Nat 

•If  Brown  Bat 

Dnenrt  Oottootall 

Black-tailed  Jaekxabblt 

White-tailed  Jaekrabblt 

Tal low-pLne  chlpeunk 

Laaat  Chlpeunk 

Tal low-ball lad  marmot 

Wyoelng  0 round  Squirrel 

Ool  den -mantled  0 round  Iqu  1 r re  1 

TMrtaaa-llnad  0 round  Squirrel 

White-tailed  Prairie  Dog 

To*  »qu  Irrel 

Rad  Squirrel 

Northern  rocket  Gopher 

Olive-backed  rocket  aouaa 

Ord’a  Kangaroo  Rat 

Beaver 

Deer  Kouee 

Northern  Oraeahopper  Nouee 

Buahy-talled  Woodrat 

Southern  Red-backed  Tola 

Long-tailed  Vole 

Montane  Vole 

Prairie  Vole 

•agebruah  Vole 

Muakrat 

Norway  Ret 

Bouae  Mouae 

Waatera  Jumping  Mouae 

rorcupLne 

Coyote 

Red  Fos 

Cray  for 

Black  Bear 

Reeooe 

Marten 

Brelne 

Long-tailed  Waaale 

Mink 

Badger 

Waatera  Spotted  Skunk 
Saatern  Spotted  Skunk 
Striped  Skunk 
Mountain  Lloe 
Bobcat 
Blk 

Mule  Deer 
White-tailed  Deer 
Nooee 

Wrong horn  Antelope 


rzss 

Rainbow  Trout 
Brown  Trout 
Brook  Trout 
Creek  Chub 
Longnoae  Sucker 
White  Sucker 


AMTSIBIAIS 

Tiger  Salamander 
Northern  Leopard  Frog 
Boreal  Chorua  Frog 


RxrriLsa 

Northern  Sagebruak  Lltard 
Saatern  Short-horned  Llcard 
Bullanake 

Wandering  Oartar  Snake 
Fralrle  Rattlesnake 


Sorer  cleereee 

Sorer  paluatrla 

Syotle  filial  abna 

Syotir  aretia 

Syotle  Jecl/vfma 

Syotir  veiaae 

Lae  ion yet  aria  eoct  i vague 

Spteeicue  feecne 

Sylril  ague  eednbeaii 

tepar  erli/emJcer 

Lepwr  toe maeadii 

Taalat  aaoeaea 

ramie a alaleee 

remote  flavivnetrie 

Spa mopki Jet  elegaaa 

SpomopAilaa  Jacaraiia 

Iporoopkllma  LridaceaJioeacua 

Cyooeye  laecnrua 

Sciurua  aiger 

raaitaciarua  hudaoaleua 

Thomomja  talpoldaa 

Parognatbaa  /aaciataa 

Bipod omja  artU 

Caator  caaadaaala 

Faroeyacea  eaaicuiataa 

Onycboeya  ieecegaeter 

Veotaea  ciaaraa 

Clatbrioeoeye  gapporl 

Sicrotsa  loegicaudaa 

Sicrotue  eoataaea 

Sicrotaa  eebrogaater 

Laaniacva  curt  a tar 

Ondatra  ribatAicma 

Sattaa  eorvegiens 

Sua  eueculne 

Sapua  priecepe 

Sratbiroe  doraetue 

Cania  latraaa 

rulpaa  rvipea 

Srocyna  cieereoargeneeua 

Srsua  aaericaaea 

Frocyoa  later 

Mart  at  aaarlcana 

Muatala  amiaaa 

Muatala  frame ta 

Muatala  rleoa 

Tarldaa  tana 

Spilogale  gracilis 

Ip  11 og a la  peter iaa 

M a phi  t la  aepAitla 

/alia  coeceler 

yaiia  rafne 

Carvne  caaadeaala 

Odoceileee  Aamf  neue 

Odocoilama  virgiaiaeaa 

Alena  elcne 

Aaeilocapra  eaaricaea 


OncorbyncAne  eyklae 
lalme  tratta 
Salvalieua  font  1m  1 la 
faeotijna  atroeacnlataa 
Catoatoeua  cateatoeua 
Catoatoawa  men  a reoel 


Aabyatoma  tigrinia 
Sana  pipiaae 
Paaudaeria  trleariata 


tcaloporaa  gracioana 
PAryaoaoea  deeglaaal  brevlroatra 
PituopAie  eelaeelancaa  aayi 
rkaanopAie  a leg ana  vagreae 
Crotalaa  * Iritis  rlrldls 


o 


o 


a 


•cinrrinc 


•cinrriric 


tvcWy  faltam 

[ llMk-rtMl4m4  I1U 

NitWn  IwrUr 

nurikiiiHk  i««t 
*»«>■»'«  Imi 

»1»H  l«« 

tnci'ss  — 

tearl«*a  bttnl 

<nrftiN< 

»muu  rii«M 

•tt^kutrl«(a 

rtotiiM 

•1m  IrniM 
lro«M 
■114  Nrt*r 
*tf|UU  tun 
lw> 

U»rlcu  Cot 
UIItK 
luUUl  Crua 
• luk-UllM  klnw 
U«Mf  toUM-rimi 

•**vy  flo w 
IwImIhM  Haw 
lllllaat 
■HIM 

Korkl*4  Malt 
Oc**ai  l«l|t 
FfiaUU'a  MU 
luck  Be 1a 
hal-tlllW  rifaoa 
mta-»liaa<  Poas 
■oaxmlia*  two 
llaak-kllM  Cocks* 

Un  0*1 

laatara  Beroock-Ovl 
tract  loraat  0*1 
ScHMay  0*1 
ta*y  aua<  o*l 
•Uct-auat  0*1 
Boe-tkor*  Mv  aUt  0*1 
Oimiii  lliMlaat 
Co—o*  foocwlll 
Ck  I mm  or  Owl  ft 
Alta-tlroctaC  Kilt 
Call  toy*  *molny*ir4 
■ r*U-UUa4  IcaalaOM 
Ufoaa  Kaala«airt 
Bolt *4  UayfUbar 
M-laaM  Bxtlpackai 
Ul-aapal  Icfaarkar 


•H  —f 

Modf-OC 


Be  try  WsoOpock or 
TVaa-toat  Uodpa 
•actUra  rl  Irtcr 
Ol  1**—*  14a4  rirtttelw 
Motor*  Mol-foem 
Be  o tor*  Boot  Oaiioo 

■111**  riitetckw 
Motor*  rl|c*tck*r 
Ueet  flrcetr**r 

I ’ a flycatcher 

Becky  rircetckor 
0r*o  rlftetcUe 
OarClllarea  rlfcetckor 
Boot  or*  fkoak* 

Mr'l  fhoako 
Motor*  H*Qkl«4 
•rotor*  fi.atixO 
-toll** 


Bela 


1*4  flycatcher 


Tro*  Mallow 
n*lat-yra*o  0v«l lav 
BortUr*  >o«y»-wUy4  Malle 
Book  Kell* 

Cliff  Ktllw 
Boro  Owoll** 

z:i&.  Mf 

Bio*  Joy 

• 1*|'**  Joy 
Clark**  Mtcroclor 

• look -0111*4  Koyylo 
koorlcoo  Crow 
Cn**o*  Iona 

■ lock-copyo*  Chickadee 
■ew atria  chicked** 
»o4-»rooot*4  Mtkotck 
Mlto-krooot*4  Mtkotck 
y-j  y*y  Mtkotck 


Break  Or* 
lee r 1 coo  flypor 
•oldoo-croweal  I Ley  let 
fUky  c ******  Bio* lot 
lla*-«cif  Motcetckor 
•rotor*  11 0*01x4 
M rt or*  IlMklaf 
■overt  a la  llacklrf 
Tow  oooo* ' e Ml  It  or* 
Taecr 


Catkar-to*  tor* 

/ 00410*  kollootoc 
•1*00*  NenlM 
final  cyoooo* 
fa  Coe  ;**oira**l* 

Oral*  11  or  atrial** 
frcl/ltax  tooforU 
fa  to*  ylet/ytonas 
fetor  foeloooal 

fat**  J «ooyo4 

•fell*  ckryaaatm 
/air*  ayoreorJas 
/aim  raatltalai 
/air*  aariroo** 
ftrOLa  fori l* 

UKterla  ckaJUr 
flea  Jam*  reJrOJr** 
feo/raya/wa  rtactiaa 
faatraearaaa  aro/koatooor 
•«l*«fri*  fall*/*** 

•alio*  J laical* 
fore***  roral  loa 
toll**  aaarieam 
kora  yl« tyrk/ockm 
Ini  r*or  4*o4k« 

/looialir  ayaataral* 
/laelail*  4«o lal»« 
Chera/riea  *l*r*a4ri*** 
Ck*r*4ri*i  rooi/oloe  t** 

Ck «r*4rloa  ooci/ara* 
Cataftnykana  aao  1/oioa  tea 
Act  It  l*  or  caloric 
f ooeoiar  yliaayai 
iiooee  fo**a 
•el lire ea  faljiaoy* 
tor*!  /io  ire a4 
CeJeoha  liola 
Colooke  fear late 
f**oi4r  role  tiro 
fore I4e  ** error a 
Coccjrw*  orytkroytko  loot 
fyt*  «lk* 

•la*  aoi* 

Ink*  viry ieioooa 
lye too  *coo4 i*c* 

JLaio  of** 

Ari*  lll-aaa 
Aoyolio*  oc*4ica« 

Ck*r4*ilo*  aioor 
fkt JeaooytiJaa  aottollii 
Ckortcri  /*l«fi*i 
loroooato*  foretell* 
•colial*  c tiiioys 
BaJaa/korar  /I  at  yea  rear 
fele a/kora r ro/or 
Coryl#  oicya* 
faiaoor/os  orytkraca/kolu 
Ift/ruicaa  arc  kali* 
f <cai4*r  fataacaoa 
llcoilt*  wllloro* 

/icai* **  trllott/loo 
Coie/to*  aoratoa 
Coo toy* a koraoli* 

Coo  toy*  a oer/J/wieo 
Cert oyer  rirao* 
fayl4eeea  Croiilii 
C*yl4ooor  OUtlcUL* 

Boy I 4a« or  sills** 

I*yl4«**»  1 1 eon e 111 
Bylfaaaa  okorkoloorl 
Coy i*ooor  oriyklii 
My  1*0*00  ocei**o toils 
•a  7*  rale  y*  asks 
loyoroir  oaf* 
fyra  asrl  oortiroll* 

fyraoooa  forflceto* 
•rcaaylU*  olyoatrio 
facOyrioot*  ki color 
yaekyriooto  tkolaaaio* 
f tolfiksyrary*  oorrl/aooia 
•i/oria  ri/oria 
•into**  yyrrkoooc* 
lira***  rartioa 
fori  a*  roar  core  fare  is 
Cyooocitcs  mollorl 
Cyeoociat*  rrlrt a to 
•yaoorliooa  cyeoocofkol  oa 
loci/royo  ra look loo* 
flea  yic* 

Corral  krockyrkyockoo 

Corea*  c*r*r 
fora*  * trick/ ill** 

/ora*  yoakoli 
•lit*  c*oo4ooris 
litt*  coral looooia 
litto  yjftea 
Corel*  oooriroo* 
fel/iorto*  okoofeto* 
CaUarfCi  oorleoooO 
fkeypoca  kooiekii 
Troy l*4yto*  **4*0 
Ci  a tockorar  yolaatril 
Cioclor  ooricooeo 
loyal**  **tr«yi 
loyal**  r*l*o4ol« 

/oliaytUa  corral** 

•loll*  a lolls 
•islis  oorirsos 
Iloilo  carracai#** 

■yeSoatos  toweoeo4U 
Catkoras  /osraarass 


Mam  loo  Boro  lay 
to**/  • orris* 

Mrtksr*  Mr  Ik* 

Kreyeeo  ttirl  lay 
*a lit 017  fir** 
Talllv-tkr*«t*y  fir** 
Mrhllay  flra* 
ft Ue**If*l«  Tina 
lo4-ay*4  firm 
*el*ee-elooe4  larklm 
ttiMataa  lorklar 
Ora*y*-crma*4  luklar 

• takell la  larklm 
flrylaU‘1  larklm 
■enkan  I oral* 

Tails*  larklm 

CM a t oet  -a  1 «*4  larklm 
. K*y*alU  larklm 

• leek-tkroatm  1 erklar 
fell*v-r**ys4  larklm 

• laak-tkroato*  tray  larklm 
fowaaoo*  'a  Mrklm 
ll*rk-tkrat*4  Im*  lorklar 

• Urkkoral**  larklm 
Tel  lav-throat*/  larklm 
flee  larklm 

fa  La  Mrklm 
l*y-kr*aat*4  Barklm 

tlackysil  Mrklm 
f lack-**!  MU*  Cork  lor 
koorlcoa  ko4at*rt 
Frethooottry  Barklm 
•orv-oellay  Mrklm 
Bee  ob  l r* 

tort  bora  Mtmtkra*B 
loatacky  Mrklm 
McBllllcray'i  Mrklm 
fn*sn*  Tallootkraot 
Bood*4  larklm 
■llaeo'a  Mrklm 
COM4*  larklm 
T*llsw-kr*«*t*4  Ckot 
Itfatll  Teooym 
f wooer  Taooym 
Moton  Taooym 
•ortkora  CardUal 
koea  -braaato*  1 roe  bo  ok 
•lack-halted  I roe  book 
■loo  I roe took 
Unit  Mat  lay 
t*4lys  Mot  Lay 
llckclaasl 
yro**-tatl*4  foiikt* 
Mfoa«-*14s4  Tank** 

Amrlcao  Tro#  I for  row 
Oilfyla*  lyorrav 
Cley-colarad  t far  row 
Brovor'a  fforrao 
/ 1*14  fforrao 
feasor  ifarrsa 
lark  lyorrav 
toy*  lyorrsv 
lark  toot  lay 
Meooook  lyorrav 
•raaabaffar  lyorrav 
fas  lyorrav 
leaf  lyorrav 
Llaool*'*  lyarrm 
Vblte- three tad  fporrov 
Vklta  crowood  tyarrev 
iwrla'  lyorrav 
Bor l -*7*4  ‘ 

’•  ‘ 


Ufl**4  taaaifif 
CM rt oet -oel lor*  tooyayar 
lose  Boot  Lay 
■sBollak 

lo4-vl*y*4  Il*ckklr4 
Veatora  la  a toe  lark 
fllsw  Bail*/  I lac  third 
Maty  ll*rkkU4 
Iroeor'a  I lock*  1*4 
On  ■ 1 n a IrtcU* 
lrov*-fc**4*4  Cprt  1*4 
Orchard  Oriel* 

■ortkora  Orlolo 

>*r  rum 

flow  Ircakoak 
Caaala’a  flock 
■ou**  rum 
«o4  Craomill 
•kite -el wood  Croooklll 
ima*  hedyoll 
■sexy  lolssll 
f lao  II alio 
Uaaor  So  1*1  lock 
hoor Ice*  0*141  lock 
teaalay  tree kook 
mos  Cforrw 
fealatoo'a  Tkrea* 

■a roll  Thram 


Morlcoa  lafcU 
Tor  1*4  Tkram 
fray  eotkl/4 
•ortksr*  MckUfklr4 
toy*  Thraahm 
trsva  Tkr  tabor 
Uorlcoa  fUtt 
fprayee'l  flyit 


Baal /«  ilia  force  la* 

Am*  ft  ill*  ooSrorm 
Uoi  a*  amliiar 
Harm*  eel  for  is 
firm  Mlitorim 
firm  flari/ram 
fit m flJm* 
firm  fiii»4al/*ir** 
firm  olltttoo* 
faraimn  ckryoiytara 
fa  raj  eon  yaroyrioa 
farajeera  aaJau 
farmjeera  ra/icayill* 
farajeera  firyioJa* 
fareJl  aosriram 
Mo4reira  yoceektl 
Kelrelll  yooa/Jeooioa 
Mo4re Jra  aiyaatl* 
f*o4r»Jra  cmraJamoos 
faa/reJaa  omaoat* 
feo/reiaa  aiyreorooj 
feo 4r*Jra  i******4ii 
Mo/reifl  airam 
Mo/reJra  /mm 
feo/rajea  lao  la  loa 
feo/roira  fism 
f ae/rejca  yoioorm 
fe*4reJca  raataoo* 
f a *4  re  Jra  atrioU 
kaJet JJte  »*rU 
fotofkaya  rwtltUl* 
frateoetario  a J trot 
lajojekorer  aerajeere* 
fajarea  aoroca/JJiaa 
fa  Jam  oeeoterirooria 
Oforeralr  /oral  ms 
Oyoraoia  toUisi 
•eaUiyy ia  tricto* 

111  mol*  cjtrioo 
f JJaooJa  yeail la 
fJIaooia  caoo/eoaU 
Irtoria  airam 
/irosya  fita* 
f iraoya  rain 
firaoyo  ia/oejrjtos 
Co Hiatll*  cor/ioolU 
f Mortice  a J*4micioocs 
fleer  tire  a mlaeoceyOeJes 
#e trace  raoralm 
/eaaario*  aorta a 
/aaaarUa  ryaoal 
fy Jra  oaaricom 
fi/ii*  ckioram 
fiyil*  arythrayltlalms 
ffJatila  ar karoo 
fyJaeJla  yosoorUs 
Iflmll*  mill!* 
fyiioila  krooori 
1/ireJJa  yosiiia 
fooooatoj  fiasiooos 
CMo4aatoa  anviral 
UfOJjyiaa  itlll 
CaloooayJra  solooocory* 
fa 400 reel aa  itUickasalt 
iooe/rtse a aoaiaai  nm 
/aaaorell*  iiioca 
Miaayia a ml*4U 
laJooyi'*  liar* toil 
loaoaricki*  oikicojlis 
loootxiekj*  Joeref  try* 
loootricki*  fee  mil 
lioca  lyaoa III 


Coicaris* 

Caiccriea  Jayyooicm 
CoJctriia  HMIM 
flwtrafltag  aiealis 
MJ Jckooyr  m/aiaoras 
iyajaiea  ykaaalrmi 
fCaroolla  oof  Jam 
footkocoykajo#  ssotkocoy* 
M/laya*  coral  ism 
feykoyes  cyasaroykslo* 
tolmtlo*  fe JoceJ « 
feiotkra*  4 tor 
fetom  4 yer to* 

Irtaret  ysikei* 
tooemciet*  orctm 
fisicoic  osoelsatm 
Caryo/aces  cos 4 toil 
Caryo/scea  aoci case* 

Usia  cere  ires  tre 
iosis  loecoytora 
Jls  /J* 


Cor  fee  its 
Co rfmll* 

Corfeoiia  ft 
Ctrfmll*  y 00 1 trio 
«*rfmll*  txistis 
Csccotkraaatos  ooayortioa 
faooor  4o*osticas 
Catkoras  Mtaloto# 

Cstkorva  yet  to  tee 
■ylocickla  metal  too 
fer/ea  siyratorias 
icerees  aaaaiaa 
KmlaJla  rareJieeeaia 
•im*  yolyyloftm 
Sroeocoycaa  sostsoa* 

res  eat  am  re/m 

jutkea  nkaacaa* 

JULkea  syrayoeii 
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CONVERSATION  RECORD 


TlUf 

1245 


TYPE 

Q VISIT 

Location  of  Viiit/CcnftiYnc*: 


DATE 


10-7-94 


□ CONFERENCE 


NAW[  or  PE  RSON(I)  CONTACTED  0*  IN  CONTACT 

WITH  YOU 


Mike  Jennings 

SUBJECT 


ORGANIZATION  (Off\c*,  bur*4u, 

tlcj 

USFWS 


0 telephone 

□ INCOMINQ 

□ OUTGOING 


teleanone  NO; 

307-772-2374 


I discussed  the  informal  consultation  process  that  must  be 


SUMMARY 


completed  for  all  land  management  actions  - Laramie  Peak  HMP 


ROUTING 

NAME/SYUBOL 

INT 

— After  a discussion  with  Mike  concerning  the  informal  consultation 

.process  for  T/E  species  for  land  management  documents,  he  stated  that  he 

-prefers  t.o  complete  consultations  at  the  EA  level.  It  is  really  at  this 
.J.evel  that  pertinent  information  can  be  truelv  assessed,  especially  if  some 
_of  theae.. planne.d,  actions  will  not  occur  for  years  down  the  road.  Completing 
_aii  .assessment  now  does  not  really  analyze  the  true  conditions  and  or  events 


t — will occur  in  the  near  future  and  later  on.  An  EA  for  a programatic 

HMP  does  not  address  the  "true"  T/E  conditions,  especially  if  planned  actions 

d-Q  not  occur  .years  -down  the  road.  He  would  rather  do  a more  thourough 

analysis  at  each  EA  level  for  the  15  projects  involved  in  the  HMP  — it's 

-- — more  effective  and  accurate  that  wav.  I explained  that  we  hope  to  use  an 

Administrative  Determination  Document  tiered  off  of  the  GDRA  RMP,  which  he 

feels  makes  more  sense,  but  if  we  have  to  use  an  EA,  then  he  will  have  to 

view  the  HMP  and  complete  formal  consultation.  He'd  rather  do  this  at  the 

individual  EA  level  (15  total) 

ACTION  REQUIRED 


Simply  see  if  an  AD  document  passes  and  is  signed  by  the  Area  Maanger,  then 
contact  the  USFWS  on  each  EA  for  informal/formal  consultation 


name  of  person  documenting  conversation 

sicnaturc 

DATE 

Mary  J.  Read 

— i k.  V~-rjouc-l_ 

10-7-94 

ACTION  TAKEN 

Consult  USFWS  for  all  EAs  in  progress  in  HMP 


SIGNATURE 

title 

DATE 

Wildlife  Biologist 

10-7-94 

omonju.  ro*u  171  u 2-7*1 
ocPAjrrwcNT  or  detenu 


50271-101 


* UlWO.  '»»-4*1.2a/A002J 


CONVERSATION  RECORD 
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SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES 


Spiolw  (oommoa  osiaM) 

Swbi  Suffer 
to  key  brlov 

Pood* 

Rivera 

Lake* 

Manha* 

One* 

fork 

Shrub 

seedling 

We, 

sapling 

Young 

Shiur 

ot* 

growth 

Refer  to  below  key  for  apeolftc  vegetation 
rpeciaa  or  other  tpaotfla  feature* 

MAMMALS 

Dwarf  Shrtw 

N02 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1.3.4 

Hoary  Bat 

NQ3 

• 

• 

1.10.4,6 

Friagad-Uilad  Myotia 

Cl 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1.10,5,4  ; 

Townaand'a  Big-eared  Bat 

Cl 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1.10.6.7 

Black  footed  Farret 

END 

• 

• 

4 

Hi  vac  Odar 

NG3 

• 

• 

1,6,7,1,11  H 

Swift  Fox 

Cl 

• 

• 

• 

4.6,9  | 

North  Ajnaricaa  Wolvariaa 

Cl 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

U )! 

North  American  Lynx 

Cl 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1,13  | 

Pleura  Pockat  Mouaa 

N03 

• 

• 

• 

4 

BIRDS 

Commoo  Loom 

NOI 

• 

Waaura  Orabe 

N02 

• 

• 

Clark’ • Orabe 

N02 

• 

• 

Americaa  Whiu  Pelican 

NOI 

• 

• 

• 

Aimricaa  Bhura 

N02 

• 

• 

Oraat  Blue  Heron 

N03 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1.1,11,12  ji 

Snowy  B|M 

NOI 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ND  • Federally  baud  a*  Endangered 
HK  - Federally  baud  u THraUanad 

01  - Priority  I Noogame  Speciee 

02  - Prior*  y D Noapaa  Species 

03  - Priority  ID  Nonganaa  Spec  tea 

- Candidate  Speciee  for  Federal  lieung  (WOFD) 

1 - USFWS  Notaoe  of  Review,  Category  1 

2 - USFWS  Notieo  of  Aaviaw,  Category  2 

3 - USFWS  Notioe  of  Aaviaw,  Category  3 

u Supplemeatal  Wildlife  Information  Statue  (Appendix  0 for  dafiiatkma) 


KEY  - SPECIFIC  SPECIES  OR  FEATURES 


Confaroua  fonal 
Aapaa 

Alpina  (raaalaoda 
Baaia-priaria  riuublanda 
Woodland -chaparral 
Mouatain-foothillt  Ruublanda 
Pine-jumper 
Lodgepoie  pioa 
Mouraaia-foothilla  graaalande 


10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 


Rook  outcropa/cavaa 


Quaking 

Swampa 


LARAMIE  PEAK  HMP 
SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES 


o 


SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES 


SpseUs  (ooMiM  mem) 

Statue  Refer 
to  key  below 

Pood. 

Riven 

Lake. 

Me  rebee 

Riparian 

Once 

foeb 

Shrub 
wed  ling 

Pole 

sapling 

Young 

Mature 

Oid 

growth 

Refer  to  below  key  for  (pacific  vegetation 
epee  let  or  other  epecifie  feature* 

BIRDS  Continued 

Black-crowned  Night  Heron 

NOI 

• 

• 

• 

• 

12 

White-faced  fou 

C.NOl 

• 

• 

TninyUr  Swan 

C.NOI 

• 

• 

• 

• 

J 

Bald  Eagle 

END 

• 

• 

• 

1,1,11,12  1 

North# m Ooahawk 

C2 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

2,1,11,12 

Femiginoue  Hawk 

C2 

• 

• 

4.9.10,11 

Merlin 

NCT2 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1,1.11.12 

Fare  grin  Falcon 

END 

• 

1,1,10,11 

Piping  Plover 

THR 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Mountain  Plover 

Cl 

• 

4 

Upland  Sandpiper 

NOI 

• 

4,9 

Long-billed  Curlew 

C3 

• 

9 

Caspian  Tern 

NOI 

• 

• 

• 

| 

Fora  aler’ • Tern 

NOI 

• 

• 

• 

“I 

Black  Tern 

C2 

• 

• 

• 

“j 

Y allow -billad  Cuckoo 

N02 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1.12  1] 

Burrowing  Owl 

N02 

• 

4 jj 

Lewie'  Woodpecker 

NQ3 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1.2.7.11  j 

Black -backed  Woodpecker 

NG2 

• 

• 

• 

j 

KEY  - STATUS 
ND  - Federally  farad  ae  Faiicngereil 
HR  - Federally  luted  at  Threatened 
O I - Priority  I Nongaaae  Speeiae 
'02  - Priority  0 Noogame  Speeiae 
'03  - Priority  m Nottgaaae  Speeiae 

- Candidate  Speeiae  for  Federal  luting  fWOFD) 

1 - USFWS  Notice  of  Review,  Category  I 

2 - USFWS  Notice  of  Review,  Category  2 

3 - USFWS  Notice  of  Review,  Category  3 

ee  Supplemental  Wildlife  Information  Statut  (Appendix  0 for  defuatiotM) 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 
S. 
9. 


Coniferoue  foraet 
Aapen 

Alpine  graeelande 
Baein-priaiie  thnablande 
Woodland -cbaparral 
Mountain- foothille  ehrublande 
Pine-juniper 
Lodgepoie  pine 
Mountain- foothille  graaalande 


KEY  - SPECIFIC  SPECIES  OR  FEATURES 

10.  Rock  oulcrope/cavee 

1 1 . Fooderoaa  pine 

12.  (puking  aapen 

13.  Swampe 


LARAMIE  PEAK  HMP 
SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES 


•rscxju,  mivi  iriuu 


Atfa-tfcrooted  Hjiiitiilii 

N03 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

4,7,11,12  ii 

Scrub  lay 

N03 

• 

J.7 

Lonoifcaad  Skrik* 

C2 

• 

• 

4.5.7 

Laa  Tara 

END 

• 

• 

Wfcoopiod  Crmoa 

END 

• 

• 

• 

“I 

Cnhililfa  Sbary  tailad  Ormiit 

C2 

• 

• 

• 



4,6 

REPT1LSS/AMPHIBIAN3/FISH 

Pallid  Steryaoo 

END 

• 

PUioa  Topaaiaaoor 

C2 

• 

Waatera  Boraal  Toad 

C2 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1,1,11  | 

Wood  Frog 

Cl 

• 

• 

C yyriy aidwat  fctrlnalftew 

Cl 

■ 

• 

• 

l.t  || 

Otyaopaia  ooatracta  

Cl 

• 

4 | 

Sfbfamuria  ritplaa 

Cl 

• 

1°  | 

JD  Family  lifted  m| 

« ■ Padftally  lifted  aa  ' 

31  - Priority  I No 

32  - Priority  D N w w 

33  - Priority  m Noopaaaa  Spfriff 
- Cfodidfte  Spaciaa  far  Fodoral  karia«  (WOFD) 

I - USFWS  Noboo  of  lUviaw,  Category  I 
l - USFWS  Notioo  of  Roriov,  Category  2 
I - USFWS  Notiof  of  Rariow,  Category  3 

* Sopplftwtl  WildEfc  hfcntttm  StW.  (Apyterfa  0 far  dafltritiora) 


KEY  - SPECIFIC  SPECIES  OK 

FEATURES 

1. 

Coaifcrooa  faraat 

10. 

Rock  ooteropa/i 

2. 

Aapoo 

11. 

PWtdaraaa  ytea 

3. 

Alpioa  yraaalfdt 

12. 

Qtiakiag  aapia 

4. 

Waria  priaria  ritrubirada 

13. 

Swaaapa 

J. 

Woodlaod-okapanal 

6. 

M rail  ala  faothillf  tfcraMrada 

7. 

PWjuorpar 

1. 

Lodfapota  pioa 

9. 

Monalaia-foothillt  frmlaaiit 

LARAMIE  PEAK  HMP 
SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES 
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o 
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APPENDIX  IV 


Crucial  Winter  Range  for  Big  Game 
Wildlife  Species  and  WGFD  Hunt  Areas 
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o 


o 
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o 


o 


r 
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Historical  Winter  Range 


BIGHORN  SHEEP  CRUCIAL  WINTER  RANGE 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 


o 


o 


WYOMING  BIGH 


M SHEEP  HUNT  AREAS 


( 


( 


Note:  f y/////////A  Wilderness  area,  nonresidents  must  have  guides 
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Sc«t«  In  Mil«s 


W Crucial  Winter  Range 
iHHii  Calving  Areas 


Migration  Routes 


ELK  HABITAT 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plai 


WYOMING  K HUNT  AREAS 


Note:  V///////Z/A  Wilderness  area,  nonresidents  must  have  guides 
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97 

96 

| 

Seal*  In  Mllat 


Crucial  Winter  Range 


Migration  Routes 


MULE  DEER  CRUCIAL  WINTER  RANGE 
AND  MIGRATION  ROUTES 

Madicina  Bow-Oivida  Raaouroa  Managamant  Plan 


o 


WYOMING  ‘ER  HUNT  AREAS 


REGION  M 

REGION  F (Areas  105-127,  165)  (Areas  35,  37-54,  159,  164)  REGION  C (Areas  17-20,  23-33,  163,  166) 


REGION  K (Areas  99,  101-104,  131-134,  168)  REGION  E (Areas  34,  36,  86-98,  128-129,  148,  157,  160)  REGION  D (Areas  66-72,  74-85,  100,  161) 

Note:  V/////////A  Wilderness  area,  nonresidents  must  have  guides. 


REGION  J (Areas  15,  16,  55-65,  73)  REGION  B (Areas  7-14,  21,  22,  158,  167)  REGION  A (Areas  1-6) 
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ANTELOPE  CRUCIAL  WINTER  RANGE 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 


o 


WYOMING  AN  -LOPE  HUNT  AREAS 


Note:  V/////////A  Wilderness  area,  nonresidents  must  have  guides. 
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Breeding/Nesting  Habitat  for  Sage  Grouse 
Crucial  Winter  Habitat  for  Turkeys 
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SAGE  GROUSE  BREEDING/NESTING  GROUNDS 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 
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Thia  Unit  contami  thoeo  public  lacdi 
go  n«r  oily  within  I mile  of  the  river. 
There  ora  4*00  oerta  of  BLM  I and. 


Sage  Grouse  Strutting  Grounds  (2  mile  radius  stipulation) 

Bald  Eagle  Roosts,  Feeding  and  Perching  Areas 

Raptor  Nests  (golden  eagle,  prairie  falcon,  goshawk 
Swainson ' s hawk,  burrowing  owl,  ferruginous  hawk) 


Turkey  Crucial  Winter  Range 
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WGFD  Hunt  Areas  - Major  Predators 
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WYOMING  MOUIV  IN  LION  HUNT  AREAS 


Note:  V/////////A  Wilderness  area,  nonresidents  must  have  guides 
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' BEAR  HUNT  AREAS 


Note:  V/////////A  Wilderness  area,  nonresidents  must  have  guides 
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APPENDIX  VII 


General  Framework  of  Guidance  for  the  Bureau’s  (BLM) 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Program 
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NATIONAL  POLICIES 

There  are  situations  where  the 
directives  contained  in  the  vari- 
ous laws,  regulations,  Depart- 
mental policies,  and  Executive 
Orders  are  subject  to  interpre- 
tation. In  such  cases,  Bureau 
policies  guide  managers  in  plan- 
ning and  decisionmaking.  The 
following  provide  a general 
framework  of  guidance  for  the 
Bureau’s  fish  and  wildlife  pro- 
gram: 

1.  Recognize  State  manage- 
ment of  resident  species 
and  that  a State-Federal 
partnership  is  essential  for 
species-habitat  manage- 
ment programs.  In  work- 
ing with  the  States,  the 
BLM  will  continue  to  use 
its  authority  under  the 
Sikes  Act  as  one  of  the 
primary  means  for  achiev- 
ing effective  coordination. 

2 Forge  strong  and  effective 
communications  and  coor- 
dination between  the  wild- 
life program  and  other 
Bureau  programs,  encour- 
aging interdisciplinary 
teamwork  in  the  develop- 
ment of  resource  manage- 
ment options  that  meet  fish 
and  wildlife  objectives. 

Initiate  active  cooperation 
with  State,  local,  and  other 
Federal  agencies  in  all  fac- 


ets of  the  wildlife  program. 
These  agencies  are  encour- 
aged to  maximize  use  of 
available  resources  by  pro- 
viding funds,  equipment  or 
exchanging  information 
and  skills  needed  for  fish 
and  wildlife  management. 

4.  Create  opportunities  for 
broad  public  involvement 
that  will  foster  awareness, 
support,  assistance,  and 
participation  in  cooperative 
programs  that  enhance  fish 
and  wildlife  habitat. 

5.  Actively  encourage  Co- 
operative Management 
Agreements  with  wildlife 
management  agencies  and 
organizations,  other  con- 
servation interests,  and 
public  service  groups. 

6.  Focus  inventory,  monitor- 
ing, and  research  efforts  in 
areas  of  high  wildlife  val- 
ues, concerns,  opportuni- 
ties, and  where  public  in- 
terest or  controversy 
exists. 

7.  Develop  recommendations 
for  wildlife  habitat  manage- 
ment based  on  analysis  of 
ecological  conditions,  legal 
mandates,  Federal  goals  for 
migratory  species  and  fed- 
erally listed  threatened  or 
endangered  species,  State 
goals  for  resident  wildlife 
populations,  social  and 
economic  values,  and  con- 
cerns of  the  public. 


8.  Maximize  fish  and  wildlife 
resource  opportunities 
through  program  initia- 
tives, such  as  HMP’s, 
Cooperative  Management 
Agreements,  and  construc- 
tive interaction  with  other 
resource  uses  and  activ- 
ities. 

9.  Conduct  investment  analy- 
ses to  ensure  that  all  habitat 
improvement  plans  consti- 
tute the  most  cost-effective 
means  of  achieving  stated 
management  objectives  for 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 

10.  Develop  incentives  to  en- 
courage benefitting  users, 
including  local  govern- 
ments, interest  groups,  and 
individuals,  to  invest  in  fish 
and  wildlife  habitat  man- 
agement and  enhance- 
ment. 

1 1 . Strengthen  and  improve 
the  professional,  technical, 
interdisciplinary,  and  man- 
agerial skills  of  Bureau  fish 
and  wildlife  personnel  to 
enhance  their  performance 
and  increase  job  satis- 
faction. 

12.  Acquire  land  for  fish  and 
wildlife  purposes  only 
when  other  means  of 
achieving  program  goals 
and  objectives  are  not  ap- 
propriate, available,  or 
effective,  giving  full  con- 
sideration to  exchanges  or 
other  alternatives. 


1 "V  The  protection,  enhance- 
ment, and  recovery  of  T/E 
species  will  receive  prior- 
ity consideration  in  all  Bu- 
reau activities. 


14.  Maintain  and  rehabilitate 
existing  habitat  manage- 
ment facilities  to  provide 
maximum  public  benefit 
and  to  protect  prior  in- 
vestments. 


• . IS' 


Fish  and  u Mile  is  an  important  part  ot  our  nation  s heritage 

You  can  be  a part  ol  helping  manage  and  saleguard  this  hentage 

lor  future  generations  for  information  call  your  nearest  BLV 
olfice 
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BLM  Standard  Mitigation  Guidelines  for 
Surface-Disturbing  Activities 
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wntten  m a format that  wil1  al|ow for 
tin  d «•  USe  M stiPulations,  and  (2)  the  addi- 
♦l10  0°LTC,f,C  0r  sPecia,iz®d  mitigation  following 

nhthflrUnm,SS«0n  °f  a detailed  P|an  of  development  or 
other  project  proposal,  and  an  environmental  anal- 

/SIS. 

Those  resource  activities  or  programs  currently 

ulationlartandar?KZed  S6t  °f  permit  oroperation  sti^ 
lift  °ns  can  use  the  mitigation  guidelines  as  stipul 

ations  or  as  conditions  of  approval,  or  as  a baseline 
for  developing  specific  stipulations  for  a given  activ- 
ity or  program.  a v 

Because  use  of  the  mitigation  guidelines  was  inte- 
« "•»  •»  RMP/EIS  process  end  SSnEKt 
th®  s,i.te"f.pecific  environmental  analysis 
' th6»  aPp,!catl0n  of  stipulations  or  mitigation 
requirements  derived  through  the  guidelines  will  pro- 
vide more  consistency  with  planning  decisions  and 

CS  eme,Ti0n  than  has  occ^rred  in  the  past 
Application  of  the  standard  mitigation  guidelines  to 

actSSS*  Snd  °th®r  hUman  presence  disturbance 
ac*'v't,esw  concerning  BLM-administered  public 
lends  and  resources  will  provide  more  uniformity  in 
mitigation  than  has  occurred  in  the  past. 


STANDARD  MITIGATION 
GUIDELINES 

1.  Surface  Disturbance  Mitigation 
Guideline 

disturbanc®  will  be  prohibited  in  any  of 

nr  rlSSflrll?  areaf  or  conditions.  Exception,  waiver, 
or  modification  of  this  limitation  may  be  approved 
in  writing,  including  documented  supporting  analy- 
sis, by  the  Authorized  Officer.  a y 

a.  Slopes  in  excess  of  25  percent. 

b.  Within  important  scenic  areas  (Class  I and  II  Vis- 
ual Resource  Management  Areas). 

c.  Within  500  feet  of  surface  water  and/or  riparian 
areas. 

d.  Within  either  on^-quarter  mile  or  the  visual  hori- 
zon (whichever  is  closer)  of  historic  trails. 

e.  Construction  with  frozen  material  or  during  peri- 
ods when  the  soil  material  is  saturated  or  when 
watershed  damage  is  likely  to  occur. 

Guidance 

The  intent  of  the  SURFACE  DISTURBANCE  MIT- 
IGATION GUIDELINE  is  to  inform  interested  parties 


(potentiei  lessees,  permittees,  or  operators)  that 
when  one  or  more  of  the  five  (la  throuah  le)  con- 
dlt  h?Ku8w'St’  surface-<listurbing  activities  will  be 

Sb‘ted  Un,ess  or  until  a Permittee  o his  desi^ 
«^vTsT,?rSv!  a,"d  ,ha  surtaM 

IKES'  (®M*>  ‘,rlm  “t  an  acceptable  plan  lor  mlt- 

This  nes°,ia,to"  “in 

Specific  criteria  (e.g.,  500  feet  from  water)  have 

baS6d  UP°n  the  best  information 
!««  « h However-  such  Items  as  geographical 
Tevel  d Sea30ns  mu3t  **  delineated  at  the  field 

Exception,  waiver,  or  modification  of  reauire- 

ITnn  pnerIOPed  from  this  9uideline  must  bebased 
upon  environmental  analysis  of  proposals  (e  g ac- 

!$'£*  ?lan8,of  development,  plans  of  op^ra- 
J?"’  ®PP»ca«°n«  tor  permit  to  drill)  and,  if  neces- 
sary,  must  allow  for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied 
on  a site-specific  basis. 

2.  Wildlife  Mitigation  Guideline 

3.  To  protect  important  big  game  winter  habitat 
activities  or  surface  use  will  not  be  allowed  from 
November  15  to  April  30  within  certain  areas 
encompassed  by  the  authorization.  The  same 
criteria  apply  to  defined  big  game  birthing  areas 
from  May  1 to  June  30. 

Application  of  this  limitation  to  operation  and 
maintenance  of  a developed  project  must  be 
based  on  environmental  analysis  of  the  opera- 
tional or  production  aspects. 

Exception,  waiver , or  modification  of  this  limita- 
tion  in  any  year  may  be  approved  in  writing, 
including  documented  supporting  analysis  by 
the  Authorized  Officer.  7 ’ 1 

b.  To  protect  important  raptor  and/or  sage  and 
sharp-tailed  grouse  nesting  habitat,  activities  or 
surface  use  will  not  be  allowed  from  February 
1 to  July  31  within  certain  areas  encompassed 
by  the  authorization.  The  same  criteria  apply  to 
defined  raptor  and  game  bird  winter  concentra- 
tion areas  from  November  15  to  April  30. 

Application  of  this  limitation  to  operation  and 
maintenance  of  a developed  project  must  be 
based  on  environmental  analysis  of  the  opera- 
tional or  production  aspects. 

Exception,  waiver,  or  modification  of  this  limita- 
tion in  any  year  may  be  approved  in  writing, 
including  documented  supporting  analysis  bv 
the  Authorized  Officer.  ’ 7 

c.  No  activities  or  surface  use  will  be  allowed  on 
that  portion  of  the  authorization  area  identified 


J 


within  ( legal  description)  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting (e  g.,  sage/sharp-tailed  grouse  breeding 
grounds,  and/or  other  species/activities)  habi- 
tat. 

Exception,  waiver,  or  modification  of  this  limita- 
tion in  any  year  may  be  approved  in  writing, 
including  documented  supporting  analysis,  by 
the  Authorized  Officer. 

d.  Portions  of  the  authorized  use  area  legally 
described  as  (legal  description),  are  known  or 
suspected  to  be  essential  habitat  for  (name) 
which  is  a threatened  or  endangered  species. 
Prior  to  conducting  any  onsite  activities,  the 
lessee/permittee  will  be  required  to  conduct 
inventories  or  studies  in  accordance  with  BLM 
and  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  guidelines  to 
verify  the  presence  or  absence  of  this  species. 
In  the  event  that  (name)  occurrence  is  identi- 
fied, the  lessee/permittee  will  be  required  to 
modify  operational  plans  to  include  the  protec- 
tion requirements  of  this  species  and  its  habitat 
(e.g.,  seasonal  use  restrictions,  occupancy  lim- 
itations, facility  design  modifications). 


Guidance 

The  WILDLIFE  MITIGATION  GUIDELINE  is 

intended  to  provide  two  basic  types  of  protection: 
seasonal  restriction  (2a  and  2b)  and  prohibition  of 
activities  or  surface  use  (2c).  Item  2d  is  specific  to 
situations  involving  threatened  or  endangered  spe- 
cies. Legal  descriptions  will  ultimately  be  required 
and  should  be  measurable  and  legally  definable. 
There  are  no  minimum  subdivision  requirements  at 
this  time.  The  area  delineated  can  and  should  be 
defined  as  necessary,  based  upon  current  biological 
data,  prior  to  the  time  of  processing  an  application 
and  issuing  the  use  authorization.  The  legal  descrip- 
tion must  eventually  become  a part  of  the  condition 
for  approval  of  the  permit,  plan  of  development, 
and/or  other  use  authorization. 

The  seasonal  restriction  section  identifies  three 
example  groups  of  species  and  delineates  three  sim- 
ilar time  frame  restrictions.  The  big  game  species 
including  elk,  moose,  deer,  antelope,  and  bighorn 
sheep,  all  require  protection  of  crucial  winter  range 
between  November  15  and  April  30.  Elk  and  bighorn 
sheep  also  require  protection  from  disturbance  from 
May  1,  to  June  30,  when  they  typically  occupy  dis- 
tinct calving  and  lambing  areas.  Raptors  include 
eagles,  accipiters,  falcons  (peregrine,  prairie,  and 
merlin),  buteos  (ferruginous  and  Swainson's 
hawks),  osprey,  and  burrowing  owls.  The  raptors 
and  sage  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  require  nesting 
protection  between  February  1 and  July  31.  The 
same  birds  often  require  protection  from  disturb- 
ance from  November  15  through  April  30  while  they 
occupy  winter  concentration  areas. 


Item  2c,  the  prohibition  of  activity  or  surface  use, 
is  intended  for  protection  of  specific  wildlife  habitat 
areas  or  values  within  the  use  area  that  cannot  be 
protected  by  using  seasonal  restrictions.  These 
areas  or  values  must  be  factors  that  limit  life-cycle 
activities  (e.g.,  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds, 
known  threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat). 

Exception,  waiver,  or  modification  of  require- 
ments developed  from  this  guideline  must  be  based 
upon  environmental  analysis  of  proposals  (e.g.,  ac- 
tivity plans,  plans  of  development,  plans  of  opera- 
tion, applications  for  permit  to  drill)  and,  if  neces- 
sary, must  allow  for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied 
on  a site-specific  basis. 

3.  Cultural  Resource  Mitigation 
Guideline 

When  a proposed  discretionary  land  use  has 
potential  for  affecting  the  characteristics  which  qual- 
ify a cultural  property  forthe  National  Register  of  His- 
toric Places  (National  Register),  mitigation  will  be 
considered.  In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the 
Historic  Preservation  Act,  procedures  specified  in  36 
CFR  800  will  be  used  in  consultation  with  the  Wyo- 
ming State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  in  arriv- 
ing at  determinations  regarding  the  need  and  type 
of  mitigation  to  be  required. 


Guidance 

The  preferred  strategy  for  treating  potential 
adverse  effects  on  cultural  properties  is  “avoid- 
ance.” If  avoidance  involves  project  relocation,  the 
new  project  area  may  also  require  cultural  resource 
inventory.  If  avoidance  is  imprudent  or  unfeasible, 
appropriate  mitigation  may  include  excavation  (data 
recovery),  stabilization,  monitoring,  protection  bar- 
riers and  signs,  or  other  physical  and  administrative 
measures. 

Reports  documenting  results  of  cultural  resource 
inventory,  evaluation,  and  the  establishment  of  mit- 
igation alternatives  (if  necessary)  shall  be  written 
according  to  standards  contained  in  BLM  Manuals, 
the  cultural  resource  permit  stipulations,  and  in 
other  policy  issued  by  the  BLM.  These  reports  must 
provide  sufficient  information  for  Section  106  consul- 
tation. Reports  shall  be  reviewed  for  adequacy  by 
the  appropriate  BLM  cultural  resource  specialist.  If 
cultural  properties  on,  or  eligible  for,  the  National 
Register  are  located  within  these  areas  of  potential 
impact  and  cannot  be  avoided,  the  Authorized  Offi- 
cer shall  begin  the  Section  106  consultation  process 
in  accordance  with  the  procedures  contained  in  36 
CFR  800. 


Mitigation  measures  shall  be  implemented  accord- 
ing to  the  mitigation  plan  approved  by  the  BLM 
Authorized  Officer.  Such  plans  are  usually  prepared 
by  the  land  use  applicant  according  to  BLM  speci- 
fications. Mitigation  plans  will  be  reviewed  as  part 
of  Section  1 06  consultation  for  National  Register  eli- 
gible or  listed  properties.  The  extent  and  nature  of 
recommended  mitigation  shall  be  commensurate 
with  the  significance  of  the  cultural  resource 
involved  and  the  anticipated  extent  of  damage  Rea- 
sonable costs  for  mitigation  will  be  borne  by  the  land 
use  applicant.  Mitigation  must  be  cost  effective  and 
realistic.  It  must  consider  project  requirements  and 
limitations,  input  from  concerned  parties,  and  be 
BLM  approved  or  BLM  formulated. 

Mitigation  of  paleontological  and  natural  history 
sites  will  be  treated  on  a case-by-case  basis.  Factors 
such  as  site  significance,  economics,  safety,  and 
project  urgency  must  be  taken  into  account  when 
making  a decision  to  mitigate.  Authority  to  protect 
(through  mitigation)  such  values  is  provided  for  in 
FLPMA,  Section  102(a)(8).  When  avoidance  is  not 
possible,  appropriate  mitigation  may  include  excava- 
tion recovery),  stabilization,  monitoring,  pro- 
tectjon  barriers  and  signs,  or  other  physical  and  ad- 
ministrative protection  measures. 

4.  Special  Resource  Mitigation 
Guideline 

To  protect  ( resource  value),  activities  or  surface 
use  will  not  be  allowed  (i.e.,  within  a specific  dis- 
tance of  the  resource  value  or  between  date  to  date) 
in  ( legal  description). 

Application  of  this  limitation  to  operation  and 
maintenance  of  a developed  project  must  be  based 
on  environmental  analysis  of  the  operational  or  pro- 
duction aspects. 

Exception,  waiver,  or  modification  of  this  limita- 
tion in  any  year  may  be  approved  in  writing,  includ- 
ing documented  supporting  analysis,  by  the  Autho- 
rized Officer. 


Guidance 


LINE  is  intended  for  use  only  in  site-specific  situa- 
t'ons  where  one  of  the  first  three  general  mitigation 
guidelines  will  not  adequately  address  the  concern. 
The  resource  value,  location,  and  specific  restric- 
tions must  be  clearly  identified.  A detailed  plan 
addressing  specific  mitigation  and  special  restric- 
tions will  be  required  prior  to  disturbance  or  devel- 
opment and  will  become  a condition  for  approval  of 
the  permit,  plan  of  development,  or  other  use  autho- 
rization. 


Exception,  waiver,  or  modification  of  require- 
ments developed  from  this  guideline  must  be  based 
upon  environmental  analysis  of  proposals  (e.g.,  ac- 
tivity plans,  plans  of  development,  plans  of  opera- 
tion, applications  for  permit  to  drill)  and,  if  neces- 
sary, must  allow  for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied 
on  a site-specific  basis. 


5.  No  Surface  Occupancy 
Guideline 

No  Surface  Occupancy  will  be  allowed  on  the  fol- 
lowing described  lands  (legal  description)  because 
of  ( resource  value). 

Example  Resource  Categories  ( Select  or  identify 
category  and  specific  resource  value): 

a.  Recreation  Areas  (e.g.,  campgrounds,  historic 
trails,  national  monuments). 

b.  Major  reservoirs/dams. 

c.  Special  management  area  (e.g.,  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern,  known  threatened  or 
endangered  species  habitat,  wild  and  scencic 
rivers). 

d.  Other  (specify). 


Guidance 


Example  Resource  Categories  ( Select  or  Identify 
category  and  specific  resource  value): 

a.  Recreation  areas. 

b.  Special  natural  history  or  paleontological  fea- 
tures. 

c.  Special  management  areas. 

d.  Sections  of  major  rivers. 

i.  Prior  existing  rights-of-way. 

f.  Occupied  dwellings. 

g.  Other  (specify). 


The  NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  (NSO)  MITIGA- 
TION GUIDELINE  Is  intended  for  use  only  when 
other  mitigation  is  determined  insufficient  to  ade- 
quately protect  the  public  interest  and  is  the  only 
alternative  to  “no  development"  or  "no  leasing.”  The 
legal  description  and  resource  value  of  concern 
must  be  identified  and  be  tied  to  an  NSO  land  use 
planning  decision. 

Waiver  of,  or  exception(s)  to,  the  NSO  require- 
ment will  be  subject  to  the  same  test  used  to  initially 
justify  its  imposition.  If,  upon  evaluation  of  a site- 
specific  proposal,  it  is  found  that  less  restrictive  mit- 
igation would  adequately  protect  the  public  interest 
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or  value  of  concern,  then  a waiver  or  exception  to 
the  NSO  requirement  is  possible.  The  record  must 
show  that  because  conditions  or  uses  have  changed, 
less  restrictive  requirements  will  protect  the  public 
interest.  An  environmental  analysis  must  be  con- 
ducted and  documented  (e.g.,  environmental  assess- 
ment, environmental  impact  statement,  etc.,  as  nec- 
essary) in  order  to  provide  the  basis  for  a waiver  or 
exception  to  an  NSO  planning  decision.  Modifica- 
tion of  the  NSO  requlremet  will  pertain  only  to  refine- 
ment or  correction  of  the  location (s)  to  which  it 
applied.  If  the  waiver,  exception,  or  modification  is 
found  to  be  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  planning 
decision,  it  may  be  granted.  If  found  inconsistent 
with  the  intent  of  the  planning  decision,  a plan 
amendment  would  be  required  before  the  waiver, 
exception,  or  modification  could  be  granted. 


When  considering  the  “no  development"  or  “no 
leasing"  option,  a rigorous  test  must  be  met  and  fully 
documented  in  the  record.  This  test  must  be  based 
upon  stringent  standards  described  in  the  land  use 
planning  document.  Since  rejection  of  all  develop- 
ment rights  is  more  severe  than  the  most  restrictive 
mitigation  requirement,  the  record  must  show  that 
consideration  was  given  to  development  subject  to 
reasonable  mitigation,  Including  “no  surface  occu- 
pancy." The  record  must  also  show  that  other  mit- 
igation was  determined  to  be  insufficient  to  ade- 
quately protect  the  public  interest,  a “no 
development”  or  “no  leasing”  decision  should  not  be 
made  solely  because  it  appears  that  conventional 
methods  of  development  would  be  unfeasible,  espe- 
cially where  an  NSO  restriction  may  be  acceptable 
to  a potential  permittee.  In  such  cases,  the  potential 
permittee  should  have  the  opportunity  to  decide 
whether  or  not  to  go  ahead  with  the  proposal  (or 
accept  the  use  authorization),  recognizing  that  an 
NSO  restriction  is  involved. 


o 
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WYOMING  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
(BLM)  STANDARD  MITIGATION  GUIDELINES  FOR 
SURFACE-DISTURBING  ACTIVITIES 


INTRODUCTION 

The  “Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Oil  and  Gas  Lease 
Stipulations"  were  developed  in  1986.  During  their 
implementation,  it  was  recognized  that  various  land 
uses,  other  than  those  related  to  oil  and  gas  explo- 
ration and  development,  should  be  subject  to  similar 
kinds  of  environmental  protection  requirements. 
Using  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  oil  and  gas  lease 
stipulations  as  a basis,  development  of  the 
“Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Mitigation  Measures  for 
Surface-Disturbing  Activities"  began. 

The  term  “guidelines”  better  describes  the  intent 
and  use  of  these  mitigation  standards  than  the  terms 
“stipulations”  or  "measures.”  These  guidelines  are 
primarily  for  the  purpose  of  attaining  statewide  con- 
sistency in  how  requirements  are  determined  for 
avoiding  and  mitigating  environmental  impacts  and 
resource  and  land  use  conflicts.  Consistency  in  this 
sense  does  not  mean  that  identical  requirements 
would  be  applied  for  all  similar  types  of  land  use 
activities  that  may  cause  similar  types  of  impacts. 
Nor  does  it  mean  that  the  requirements  or  guidelines 
for  a single  land  use  activity  would  be  identical  in 
all  areas. 

There  are  two  ways  the  standard  mitigation  guide- 
lines are  used  in  the  resource  management  plan/ 
environmental  impact  statement  (RMP/EIS)  pro- 
cess: (1 ) as  part  of  the  planning  criteria  in  developing 
the  RMP  alternatives,  and  (2)  in  the  analytical  pro- 
cesses of  both  developing  the  alternatives  and  ana- 
lyzing the  impacts  of  the  alternatives.  In  the  first 
case,  an  assumption  is  made  that  any  one  or  more 
of  the  standard  mitigations  will  be  appropriately  in- 
cluded as  conditions  of  relevant  actions  being  pro- 
posed or  considered  in  each  alternative.  In  the  sec- 
ond case,  the  standard  mitigations  are  used  (1)  to 
develop  a baseline  for  measuring  and  comparing 
impacts  among  the  alternatives;  (2)  to  identify  other 
actions  and  alternatives  that  should  be  considered, 
and  (3)  to  help  determine  whether  more  stringent  or 
less  stringent  mitigations  should  be  considered. 

Some  of  the  seasonal  restrictions  in  the  standard 
oil  and  gas  lease  stipulations  contain  the  statement, 
“This  limitation  does  not  apply  to  maintenance  and 
operation  of  producing  wells."  This  statement  was 
included  because  the  stipulations  were  developed 
specifically  for  application  to  oil  and  gas  leases  at 


the  time  of  issuance,  not  for  activities  associated 
with  producing  wells.  At  lease  issuance,  the  only 
action  that  can  be  generally  contemplated  is  the  pos- 
sibility that  exploratory  drilling  may  occur  some- 
where on  the  lease  area.  Unfortunately,  the  provi- 
sion has  been  interpreted  by  some  people  to  mean 
that  the  seasonal  restriction  disappears  at  the  oper- 
ational stage  (i.e.,  if  a producing  well  is  attained).  It 
must  be  understood  that  at  both  the  oil  and  gas  explo- 
ration stage  and  the  operation  or  development 
stages,  additional  site-specific  environmental  analy- 
ses are  conducted  and  any  needed  restrictions  or 
mitigations  identified  become  part  of  the  operational 
or  development  plan.  For  example,  wells  may  con- 
tinue to  produce,  but  related  activity  may  be  limited. 
Thus,  it  is  possible  for  such  seasonal  restrictions  to 
continue  in  effect  and  be  applicable  to  maintenance 
and  operation  of  producing  wells,  if  supported  by 
the  environmental  analyses. 

The  RMP/EIS  does  not  decide  or  dictate  the  exact 
wording  or  inclusion  of  these  guidelines.  Rather,  the 
standard  guidelines  are  used  in  the  RMP/EIS  pro- 
cess as  a tool  to  help  develop  the  RMP  alternatives 
and  to  provide  a baseline  for  comparative  impact 
analysis  in  arriving  at  RMP  decisions.  These  guide- 
lines will  be  used  in  the  same  manner  in  analyzing 
activity  plans  and  other  site-specific  proposals. 
These  guidelines  and  their  wording  are  matters  of 
policy.  As  such,  specific  wording  is  subject  to 
change  primarily  through  administrative  review,  not 
Through  the  RMP/EIS  processTAnyJurtherchanqes 
-tfiat  rnav  be  made  in  the  continuing  retirtflment  Of  ~ 
theffiguidelines  and  anv  development  of  program-  ^ 
SjTAfifir  standard  stipulations  will  he  handled  in  an-~ 
pjber  rrtmm,  including  Appropriate  .public  Involve- 
ment  and  Input, 


PURPOSE 

The  purposes  of  the  “Standard  Mitigation  Guide- 
lines" are  (1 ) to  reserve,  for  the  BLM,  the  right  to  mod- 
ify the  operations  of  all  surface  and  other  human 
presence  disturbance  activities  as  part  of  the  statu- 
tory requirements  for  environmental  protection,  and 
(2)  to  inform  a potential  lessee,  permittee,  or  oper- 
ator of  the  requirements  that  must  be  met  when 
using  BLM-administered  public  lands.  These  guide- 
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A.  Legislation 


APPENDIX  IX 


A,  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  of  1980  (16  0 S C 
3101,  94  Stat.  2371,  P.L.  96-487).  U U,5,C* 

2.  Bald  Eagle  Protection  Act  of  1940  (16  U.S.C.  668;  54  Stat.  250- 

/?a!^nded*  P*L*  86"70’  73  Sut*  143  (1959) , P.L.  87-884.  76  Stat  1246 
(1962),  and  P.L.  92-535,  86  Stat.  1064  (1972)).  6 

3.  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  (42  U.S.C.  1857-58a). 

4.  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (16  U.S.C.  1451-64).  Aa 
amended,  P.L.  94-370,  90  Stat.  1013  (1976). 

5.  Emergency  Wetlands  Resource  Act  of  1986 

aaa  „6;  Spccie8  Act  of  1973  (16  °-s-c-  1531  -*q.;  *7  Stat. 

91  aBe°dedi  P-L‘  94-359,  90  Stat.  913  (1974);  P.L.  95-212, 

(1979)).*  1493  (197?  5 *Dd  P’L*  95_832»  92  Stat*  3751  (1978);  P.L.  96-159 

7.  Federal  Und  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (43  U.S.C.  1701  et 
®eq. ; 90  Stat.  2743;  P.L.  94-579). 

8.  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (Clean  Water  Act)  of  1977 
(33  U.S.C.  1251  et  aeq.;  91  Stat.  1566-1611;  P.L.  95-217). 

9.  Water  Quality  Act  of  1987  (Amendment*  to  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  of  1977). 

10*  pJ8h  4nd  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  of  1958  (16  U.S.C.  661  et  aeq.; 
72  Stst * 563). 


11.  Fiah  and  Wildlife  Imrpovenent  Act  of  1978  (92  Stat.  3110s 
P.L.  95-616). 

12.  Fishery  Conservation  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (16  U.S  C 
1801-1802,  1811-1813,  1821-1825,  1851-1862,  1882;  90  Stat.  331;  P.L.  94-265). 

13.  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (Farm  Bill). 

14.  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  of  1972  (16  U.S.C.  1361-62,  1371-84 
and  1401-07,  as  amended  by  the  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Management  Act  of* 
1976,  P.L.  94-265,  90  Stat.  331). 


15.  Marine  Protection,  Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of  1972  (33  U.S.C. 
1401-44  and  16  U.S.C.  1431-34;  86  Stat.  1052). 

16.  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  of  1918  (16  U.S.C.  703-711;  40  Stat. 

775,  as  amended,  49  Stat.  1556  (1936),  74  Stat.  866  (1960),  88  Stat.  190 
(1974),  92  Stat.  3111-3112  (1978)). 

17.  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321-47;  83 
Stat.  852;  P.L.  91-190). 


18.  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978  (43  U.S.C.  1901  et  aeq.). 


19.  Sikes  Act  of  1960  (16  U.S.C.  670a-f;  74  Stat.  1052,  as  amended, 
P.L.  93-452  and  88  Stat.  1369  (1974),  P.L.  95-420,  and  92  Stat.  921  (1978)). 

20.  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  (30  O.S.C.  1201 
et  aeq.j  P.L.  95-87). 


21.  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  1934  (as  amended,  43  U.S.C.  315;  48  Stat. 
1269  (1970)). 


22.  Joint  Resolution  Regarding  Tule  Elk,  January  1986  (16  U.S.C.  673; 
90  Stat.  1189). 

22.  Wild  Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  of  1971  (16  U.S.C.  1331-40. 
85  Stat.  649). 

B.  Executive  Orders  (EO'g). 

1.  EO  12342  of  January  1982. 

2.  EO  11990  of  May  1977  (Wetlands). 

3.  EO  11988  of  May  1977  (Floodplain  Management). 

EO  11989  of  May  1977  (Off-Road  Vehicles  (ORVm)). 

5.  EO  11987  of  May  1977  (Exotic  Organisms). 
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a 


A.  Legislation, 


1.  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  of  1980  Hfi  n < r 
3101:  94  Stat.  2371:  P.L.  96-487). 

a.  Establishes  National  Conservation  and  National  Recreation  Areas  In 
Alaska  and  provides  for  conservation  and  preservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  and 
other  values  In  these  and  other  areas. 

b.  Title  VIII  of  the  Act  requires  that  the  opportunity  for  continued 
use  of  subsistence  resources  on  public  lands  be  provided.  Cooperation, 
studies,  and  reports  to  Congress  specific  to  subsistence  are  required. 

c.  Specific  requirements  for  research  on  fish  and  wildlife  and 
subsistence  uses  on  public  lands  are  identified  In  Section  812.  Specific  data 
requirements,  addressing  subsistence  resources,  for  reports  to  Congress  are 
identified  in  Section  813.  Provides  strong  direction  to  actively  manage  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  to  provide  for  subsistence  and  other  uses. 

2.  Bald  Eagle  Protection  Act  of  1940  (16  D.S.C.  668;  54  Stat.  250;  as 
amended,  P.L.  86-70,  73  Stat.  143  (1959),  P.L.  87-884,  76  Stat.  1246  (1962), 
and  P.L.  92-535,  86  Stat.  1064  (1972)). 

a.  Provides  for  the  cancellation  of  leases,  licenses,  permits,  or 
other  agreements  authorizing  livestock  grazing  on  Federal  lands  of  persons 
convicted  of  violating  the  Act  or  any  implementing  regulation  or  permit. 

b.  Establishes  penalties  for  taking,  possessing,  selling,  purchasing, 
bartering,  and  certain  other  actions  pertaining  to  bald  and  golden  eagles. 

(The  term  "take"  within  the  Act  Includes  pursue,  shoot,  shoot  at,  wound,  kill, 
capture,  trap,  collect,  or  otherwise  willfully  molest  or  disturb.) 

3.  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  (42  D.S.C.  l857-58a).  Establishes  a mechanism 
for  control  of  air  pollution  through  the  maintenance  of  air  quality  standards 
for  public  health  and  welfare.  As  defined  in  the  Act,  public  welfare  includes 
wildlife,  soils,  water,  crops,  vegetation,  and  other  components. 

4.  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (16  D.S.C.  1451-84).  As  amended, 
P.L.  94-370,  90  Stat.  1013  (1976). 

a.  Encourages  States,  with  cooperation  of  the  Federal  Government,  to 
develop  and  implement  management  plans  to  preserve,  develop,  and,  where 
possible,  enhance  resources  of  the  Nation's  coastal  zone. 

b.  Prescribes  that  management  plans  include: 

(1)  An  Inventory  and  designation  of  areas  of  particular  concern 
(e.g.,  areas  of  "essential  habitat  for  living  resources,"  Including  fish  and 
wildlife). 
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(2)  Adequate  consideration  of  national  interests  (e.g.,  "wildlife 
refuges,"  "areas  of  species  and  habitat  preservation")  during  siting  of 
facilities. 

5.  Emergency  Wetlands  Resource  Act  of  1986. 

a.  Extends  the  Wetland  Loan  Act  and  delays  its  repayment.  Authorises 
the  charging  of  admission  fees  to  certain  units  within  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System  and  provides  for  distribution  of  the  subject  fee. 

b.  Provides  for  the  development  of  a national  wetland  priority 
conservation  plan  to  prioritize,  on  a regional  basis,  wetland  acquisitions  to 
be  pursued. 


c.  Modifies  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Act  of  1965  to  require  the 
Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plans  to  specifically  address 
wetlands. 

d.  Directs  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  continue  the  National 
Wetlands  Inventory. 

e.  Directs  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  evaluate  the  effects  of 
Federal  programs  on  wetlands. 

6.  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (16  U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.;  87  Stat.  884; 
P.L.  93-205,  as  amended;  P.L.  94-359,  90  Stat.  913  (1974);  P.L.  95-212,  91 
Stat.  1493  (1977);  and  P.L.  95-632,  92  Stat.  3751  (1978);  P.L.  96-159  (1979)). 

a.  Supersedes  the  Endangered  Species  Preservation  Act  of  1966  and  the 
Endangered  Species  Conservation  Act  of  1969. 

b.  Requires  all  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  utilize  their 
authorities  to  conserve  species  listed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or 
Secretary  of  Commerce  as  threatened  or  endangered. 

c.  Requires  Federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  the  continued  existence  of 
listed  species  is  not  jeopardized  and  that  designated  critical  habitat  of 
listed  species  is  not  destroyed  or  adversely  modified. 

d.  Requires  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  or 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  if  it  is  determined  that  any  BLM  action 
(e.g.,  right-of-way  grant)  may  affect  a threatened  or  endangered  species  or 
its  critical  habitat. 

e.  Requires  conference  with  FWS/NMFS  if  it  is  determined  that  an 
action  is  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  a proposed 
threatened  and  endangered  (T/E)  species  or  result  in  the  extinction  or  adverse 
modification  of  proposed  Critical  Habitat. 


■.jwTgM!  Act  °f  1,76  w3  u-s-c- 1701  •* 


a.  Requires  the  developaent  sod  maintenance  of  land 
an  inventory  of  all  public  lands  and  their  resources. 


use  plans  based  on 


b.  Identifies  "fish  and  wildlife  development  and  utilization"  as  a 
principal  or  major  land  use. 


c.  Requires  that  part  of  grazing  fees  be  spent  for  "range  betterment, 
including  aquatic  and  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat  enhancement,  protection, 
and  maintenance  where  livestock  use  occurs. 


d.  Requires  consideration  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  before 
approval  of  land  exchanges. 


e.  Authorizes  the  Secretaries  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture  to 
designate  areas  under  their  jurisdiction  and  establish  time  periods  in  which 
no  hunting  and  fishing  would  be  permitted  for  reasons  of  public  safety, 
administration,  or  applicable  law. 

f.  Authorizes  the  designation  of  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  fish  and  wildlife,  and 
other  resources. 


g.  Neither  enlarges  nor  diminishes  the  responsibilities  and 
authorities  of  the  State  for  management  of  fish  and  resident  wildlife. 


h.  Authorizes  investigations,  studies,  and  experiments — involving  the 
improvement,  management,  use,  and  protection  of  the  public  lands  and  their 
resources. 

8*  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (Clean  Water  Act)  of  1977 
(33  O.S.C.  1251  et  seq.;  91  Stat.  1566-1611;  P.L.  95-217). 

a.  The  objective  of  this  Act  is  to  restore  and  maintain  "the  chemical, 
physical,  and  biological  integrity  of  the  Nation's  water"  at  a level  of 
quality  which  provides  protection  for  fish,  shellfish,  wildlife,  and 
recreational  use. 

b.  Requires  permits  for  certain  activities  in  navigable  waters. 

Water  Quality  Act  of  1987  (Amendments  to  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  of  1977).  " 

a.  Authorizes  funding  for  water  pollution  control  projects  and  studies 
of  water  pollution  problems. 
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b.  Establishes  standards  and  timetables  for  pollution  designation  and 
enforcement. 

c.  Establishes  a program  to  manage  nonpoint  sources  of  pollution  by 
authorizing  funds  to  States  to  prepare  reports  and  plans  on  waters  that  are 
not  expected  to  meet  desired  water  quality  goals. 

d.  Upon  Federal  acceptance  of  reports,  States  are  eligible  for  grants 
to  implement  plans  to  control  nonpoint  source  pollution  problems. 

10.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  of  1958  (16  U.S.C.  661  et  sea.:  72 
Stat.  5637!  


a.  Directs  that  wildlife  conservation  be  given  equal  consideration  and 
be  coordinated  with  other  features  of  water  resource  development  programs. 

b.  Requires  that  possible  damage  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  from 
work  planned  in  navigable  waters  and  drainages,  be  assessed  and  that  measures 
be  adopted  for  preventing  such  losses  or  damages  as  well  as  for  development 
and  improvement  of  wildlife  and  fisheries  resources. 

11.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Improvement  Act  of  1978  (92  Stat.  3110; 

P.L.  95-616) . Authorizes  the  Secretary  to  permit  taking  of  golden  eagle  nests 
which  interfere  with  resource  development  or  recovery  operations. 

12.  Fishery  Conservation  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (16  U.S.C.  1801-1802, 
1811-1813,  1821-1825,  1851-1862,  1882;  90  Stat.  331;  P.L.  94-265). 

a.  Asserts  for  the  United  States  Management  authority  over  fish  and 
all  forms  of  marine  animals  and  plants  (except  marine  mammals,  birds,  and 
migratory  species)  within  a 197-mile  conservation  zone  contiguous  to  the  O.S. 

b.  Claims  for  the  U.S.  the  authorities  over  anadromous  fish  which 
spawn  in  U.S.  fresh  or  estuarine  waters,  and  over  certain  sedentary  species  on 
areas  of  the  Continental  Shelf,  extending  beyond  the  conservation  zone. 

c.  Requires  preparation  of  comprehensive  fishery  management  plans  by 
regional  fishery  management  councils,  composed  of  Federal  and  State 
officials.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  has  the  lead  in  implementation  of  this 
law. 


13.  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (Farm  Bill) . 

a.  Encourages  the  removal  of  marginal  lands  from  production  and 
provides  various  incentives  for  wetland  habitat  protection  and  restoration 
while  reducing  Federal  subsidy  costs. 


o 
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b.  Contains  a "swamp  buster"  provision  that  withholds  subsidies  for 

!fUrUu“«^rr23r»85y0dU“d  ^ *8rlCUltural  Und  “»«««!  fc0.  «tU*i 


, u.  Provides  for  conservation  set-asides  of  not  less  than  10 
for  highly  erodible  lands  (that  may  be  Interspersed  with  wetlands), 
provides  for  cost  sharing  for  planting  cover  crops. 


years 

Also 


d.  Provides  for  Federal  Farm  Home  Loan  debt  relief  in  exchange  for 
50-year  easements  for  conservation  purposes  on  lands  held  by  the  borrower. 

.1J;A  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  of  1972  (16  U.S.C.  1361-62,  1371-84, 

mi,' «t;6“e5S1t«.1e3i)!‘heri“  Co-“,*tl°°  *“d  ** 


a.  Establishes  a moratorium  on  the  taking,  possessing,  transporting, 
selling,  and  importing  of  marine  mammals  or  their  products,  except  in  a few 
circumstances  (e.g.,  takings  incidental  to  commercial  fisheries  operations). 

b.  Provides  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  Secretary  of  Commerce 
principal  roles  for  protecting  species  or  populations  of  cetacea  and 
pinnipedia  (except  walruses),  and  all  other  marine  mammals,  respectively. 

15,  Marine  Protection,  Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of  1972  (33  O.S.C. 
and  16  U.S.C.  1431-34;  86  Stat.  1052). 


a.  Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  designate  areas  of  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  as  "marine  sanctuaries"  in  order  to  promulgate  their 
conservation,  recreation,  ecological,  and  esthetic  values.  (BLM  would  be 

one  of  the  Federal  agencies  consulted  regarding  proposed  sanctuaries  on  the 
Shelf.) 


b.  Once  a delegation  is  made,  any  permits,  licenses,  or  other 
authorization  issued  must  be  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  be 
consistent  with  the  Act  (e.g.,  the  action  does  not  result  in  dumping  of 
wastes  which  would  pollute  the  sanctuary). 

16-  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  of  1918  (16  D.S.C.  703-711;  40  Stat.  775, 

as  amended,  49  Stat.  1556  (1936),  74  Stat.  866  (1960),  88  Stat.  190  (1974), 
92  Stat.  3111-3112  (1978)). 

a.  Establishes  Federal  responsibility  for  the  protection  of 
international  migratory  bird  resources,  implements  conventions  between  the 
U.S.  and  other  governments  (Great  Britain,  Japan,  Mexico,  Russia)  and  gives 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (FWS)  authority  to  regulate  hunting  of 
migratory  birds. 


o 


17.  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (4?  n c r 
852;  P.l7  91-190). 


4321-47;  83  Stat. 


a.  Requires  Federal  agencies 
interdisciplinary  approach  to  ensure 
and  environmental  design  arts  in  any 
impact  man's  environment. 


to  utilise  a systematic, 

the  use  of  natural  and  aocial  sciences, 

planning  or  decisionmaking  that  might 


b.  Establishes  national  environmental  policy  to,  among  other  things, 
encourage  productive  and  harmonious  relationships  between  man  and  his 
environment  and  to  enrich  the  understanding  of  ecological  systems  and  natural 
processes  important  to  the  Nation.  Fish  and  wildlife  is  obviously  an 
Important  aspect  of  any  such  systems  and  processes. 


c.  Requires  preparation  of  detailed  statements  on  environmental 
impacts  of  proposed  major  Federal  actions  that  significantly  impact  the 
quality  of  the  human  environment. 


18*  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978  (43  D.S.C.  1901  et  seq.). 

a.  Directs  improvement  of  rangeland  conditions  in  accordance  with  land 
use  planning  under  FLPMA. 

b.  Directs  development  and  maintenance  of  an  inventory  of  range 
conditions  and  trends  as  part  of  FLPMA' s inventory  process. 

c.  Requires  prior  consultation  with  the  FWS,  wildlife  agencies  of  the 
State  where  animals  are  located,  Individuals  independent  of  Federal  and  State 
government  recommended  by  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  and  other 
individuals  having  scientific  expertise  and  special  knowledge  of  wild  horses 
and  burros,  wildlife  management,  and  animal  husbandry  as  related  to  rangeland 
management. 


d.  Provides  funding  for  rangeland  Improvements  which  Includes 
providing  habitat  for  wildlife. 

19.  Sikes  Act  of  1960  (16  U.S.C.  670a-f;  74  Stat.  1052,  as  amended,  P.L. 
93-452  and  88  Stat.  1369  (1974),  P.L.  95-420,  and  92  Stat.  921  (1978)).  The 
basic  intent  of  Title  II  was  to  extend  the  Sikes  Act  authority  for  wildlife 
program  development  from  strictly  military  reservations  to  public  lands 
administered  by  the  Forest  Service  and  BLM.  In  essence,  it  was  a 
congressional  mandate  for  BLM  to  . . plan,  develop,  maintain  and  coordinate 
programs  for  the  conservation  and  rehabilitation  of  wildlife,  fish  and  game." 

a.  Title  I extends  wildlife  programs  on  military  reservations  and 
provides  funding  authorization. 

b.  Title  II  authorizes  the  following  key  elements  for  BLM  wildlife 
program  management: 


o 


(1)  Cooperative  agreements  subject  to  the  Grants  Cooperative 
Agreement  Act,  (P.L.  95-224;  U.S.C.  6306  (See  BLM  Manual  Section  1500))and 
close  working  relationships  with  State  wildlife  agencies;  (The  Sikes  Act  as 
amended,  provides  an  exemption  to  the  requirements  of  the  Grants  and 
Cooperative  Agreement  Act  if  the  work  to  be  done  is  covered  by  a Habitat 
Management  Plan  (HMP)  and  the  work  will  be  done  by  the  State  Pish  and 
Wildlife  Agency  (see  BLM  Manual  Section  6521.1)). 

(2)  Preparation  and  implementation  of  joint  BLM-State  wildlife 
agency  habitat  management  plans  (HMP's). 

(3)  Integration  of  the  BLM's  wildlife  program  with  the  Bureau’s 
planning  system,  environmental  assessment,  and  public  input  and  review 
process. 


(4)  Implementation  of  on-the-ground  wildlife  habitat  improvement, 
maintenance,  and  protection  programs. 

(5)  Protection  and  management  of  both  Federal  and  State-listed 
threatened  and  endangered  species. 

(6)  Establishment  of  a potential  hunting  and  fishing  stamp  program 
for  State  wildlife  agencies  to  use — if  and  when  they  deem  fit. 

20.  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  (30  U.S.C.  1201  et 
seq. ; P.L.  95-87). 

a.  Authorizes  the  surface  mining  of  coal  in  environmentally 
compatible  areas. 

b.  Establishes  criteria  for  designation  of  lands  unsuitable  for 
surface  mining  of  coal  or  other  minerals. 

c.  Provides  for  reclamation  of  past  orphaned  surface  disturbances. 

d.  Requires  reclamation  of  disturbed  areas. 

e.  Provides  a mechanism  for  State  management  of  the  Act.  (Protection 
and/or  reestablishment  of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  is  one  of  the  factors 
that  would  be  considered  during  the  design,  assessment,  and  implementation  of 
reclamation  polans,  and  during  designation  of  areas  unsuitable  for  mining.) 

21.  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  1934  (as  amended,  43  U.S.C.  315;  48  Stat.  1269 
(1970)). 


a.  Requires  the  Secretary  to  protect,  administer,  regulate,  and 
Improve  grazing  districts  created  in  accordance  with  the  Act. 


b.  Section  2 of  the  Act  also  requires  the  Secretary  "to  ensure  the 
objects  of  such  grating  districts,  namely,  to  regulate  their  occupancy  and 
use,  to  preserve  the  land  and  its  resources  from  destruction  or  unnecessary 
injury,  to  provide  for  the  orderly  use,  improvement,  and  development  of  the 
range." 


c.  Authorites  the  Secretary  "to  continue  the  study  of  erosion  and 
flood  control  and  to  perform  such  work  as  may  be  necessary  to  amply  protect 
and  rehabilitate  such  areas  within  grating  districts." 

d.  Provides  for  cooperation  with  local  stockmen  associations,  State 
land  officials,  and  State  agencies  engaged  in  conservation  or  propagation  of 
wildlife  which  are  interested  in  the  use  of  grating  districts  for  such 
purposes. 

e.  Provides  for  hunting  and  fishing  in  grating  districta  in  accordance 
with  applicable  laws. 

22.  Joint  Resolution  Regarding  Tule  Elk,  January  1976  (16  O.S.C.  673: 

90  Stat.  1189).  

a.  Provides  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  cooperate  with  the  State  of 
California  in  making  lands  under  their  respective  Jurisdictions  reasonably 
available  for  management  of  Tule  elk. 

b.  Requires  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  submit  a report  every 
three  years  regarding  the  size  and  condition  of  the  Tule  elk  herds  and  the 
nature  and  condition  of  their  respective  habitats. 

23.  Wild  Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  of  1971  (16  D.S.C.  1331-40,  85 
Stat.  649). 


a.  Requires  that  management  activities  for  wild  horses  and  burros  be 
carried  out  in  consultation  with  State  wildlife  agencies  in  order  to  protect 
the  natural  ecological  balance  of  all  wildlife  species  inhabiting  the  land, 
particularly  endangered  wildlife. 

b.  Requires  that  any  adjustments  in  forage  allocations  take  into 
consideration  the  needs  of  all  wildlife  species. 

B.  Executive  Orders  (EO's). 

1.  EO  12342  of  January  1982.  This  Executive  Order  permits  effective 
predator  control  with  environmental  safeguards. 


o 


o 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  TILE  PAGE 
RAWLINS  DISTRICT 


EA  No.  WY-037-EAQ-038 

Name  or  Title  of  Action  Split  Rock  Prescribed  Burns 

File  Name,  No.  and  Location  GDRA  Wildlife  Files  6711,4 

Location:  Township  _24_  North,  Range  . 71  & 72  West,  County  Albany 


Resource  Area:  Great  Divide 


Authors  and 
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RAWLINS  DISTRICT 


EA  No.  WY-037-EA0-038 

Name  or  Title  of  Action  Spilt  Rock  Prescribed  Burns 

Pile  Name,  No.  and  Location  GDRA  Wildlife  Files  6711.4 

Location:  Township  24  North,  Range  71  & 72  West,  County  Albany 

Resource  Area:  Great  Divide 


Authors  and 

Reviewers  Title 


Assignment 

(l.o.  Author  Initials 

or  Review) & Date 


Deborah  Poelker 


Gary  DeMarcav 


Chuck  Reed 


Shirley  Bye-Jech 


Dick  Larsen 


Tom  Rlnkes 


Larry  Trapp 


Mary  Hammers mark 


John  Htraband- 


Wlldllfe  Biologist 


Author 


Archaeologist 


Review 


Range  Conservationist Review 


Outdoor  Rec.  Planner 


Review 
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Soil  Scientist 


-Review Y/l/ll 


Wildlife  Biologist 


Review 
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Fire  Management  Officer  Review 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  TITLE  PAGE 
RAWLINS  DISTRICT 


EA  No.  WY-Q37-BA0-038 

Name  or  Title  of  Action  Split  Rock  Prescribed  Burns 

File  Name,  No.  and  Location  GDRA  Wildlife  Files  6711.4 

Location:  Township  24  North,  Range  71  & 72  West,  County  Albany 

Resource  Area:  Great  Divide 

Assignment 

Authors  and  (i.e.  Author  Initials 


Reviewers 

Title 

or  Review) 

& Date 

Deborah  Poelker 

Wildlife  Biologist 

Author 

Archaeologist 

Review 

Chuck  Reed 

# 

Range  Conservationist 

Review  L~ 7*9/ 

Shirley  Bye-Jech 

Outdoor  Rec.  Planner 

Review 

V 

Dick  Larsen 

Soil  Scientist 

Review 
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Tom  Rinkes 

Wildlife  Biologist 

Review 

Larry  Trapp 

Fire  Management  Officer 

Review 

Marv  Hammersmark 

ADM.  Operations 

Review 
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VGFD  = Wyoming  Game  and  Plah  Department 
WSLO  * Wyoming  State  Lande  Office 
WCRO  r Wyoming  Cooperative  Research  Unit 
DSPS  = United  States  Forest  Service 
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Split  Rock  Prescribed  Burn  Environmental  Assessment  as  amended 

WY-037-EAO-038 

The  following  statements  amend  the  Split  Rock  Prescribed  Burn 

Environmental  Assessment  Objectives. 

VI . Mitigation  and  Monitoring 

E.  At  this  time  there  are  no  cattle  or  sheep  permitted  in 
the  burn  site  area  (allotment).  If  strays  occur,  they 
will  be  promptly  removed  by  the  livestock  owner. 
Consultation  to  inform  all  adjacent  landowners  and 
permittees  concerning  lost  or  roving  livestock  on  or 
near  the  burn  sites  will  be  completed  prior  to  the 
actual  burns  in  the  spring  and/or  fall  of  1993  through 
correspondence  and  public  information  meetings.  This 
procedure  will  mitigate  potential  detrimental  impacts 
on  grass  and  forb  species  production  rate,  decrease 
sediment  deposits  in  adjacent  water  resources,  and 
mitigate  increased  soil  erosion  to  enhance  recovery 
abilities  following  the  prescribed  burn. 

At  this  time  it  is  not  reasonably  feasible  or 
physically  possible  to  keep  wildlife  off  of  the  area 
following  the  prescribed  burn,  but  the  exclusion  of 
livestock  use  will  alleviate,  as  best  as  possible,  any 
adverse  impacts  to  the  area.  Post-burn  management 
protocols  can  monitor  natural  and  man-made  processes, 
which  include  disease  transmission  as  well  as 
accidental  direct  livestock  interaction,  with  wildlife 
in  this  resource  area. 

The  post-burn  management  will  include  the  monitoring 
of  the  prescribed  burn  to  study  and  manage  in  the 
reasonable  foreseeable  future  the  abundant,  high 
quality,  diverse  habitat  resources  for  optimal  forage 
use  by  variation  of  population  size  and  sex-age 
composition  of  wildlife  in  the  immediate  future  and 
livestock  at  a later  date.  In  addition,  the  co- 
evolution of  the  fauna  and  flora  in  relation  to  the 
natural  dynamics  of  both  fauna  and  flora  production, 
predators,  diseases,  physical  environments,  emigration 
and  immigration  processes,  variations  in  fauna/flora 
conditions  and  variations  of  range  use  (e.g.  habitat 
abandonment  and/or  development)  will  be  monitored  and 
evaluated  in  a cooperative  venture  between  the  BLM  and 
the  WYGF  to  determine  present  and  future  management 
decisions  for  the  resource  area. 


o 
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Decision  Record/Rationale 
WY-037-EAO-038 
Split  Rock  Prescribed  Burns 


I.  Proposed  Action 


The  proposed  action  is  to  prescribe  burn  sagebrush/grass  in  the 
spring  and  felled  timber  in  the  fall  within  a 400  acre  perimeter 
area  in  1993.  Burns  will  be  conducted  by  common  mechanical  means. 
The  prescribed  burns  will  not  be  conducted  until  weather  and 
moisture  conditions  are  suitable  to  confine  the  fire  to  the 
predetermined  area.  The  primary  objective  of  the  burn  is  to 
improve  habitat  conditions  for  the  Duck  Creek  subherd  of  the 
Laramie  Peak  bighorn  sheep  herd  in  the  Laramie  Peak  Wildlife 
Habitat  Area,  25  miles  west  of  Wheatland. 

The  proposal  is  located  in  T.  24  N.,  R.  72  W. , Section  25  and  36 
and  T.  24  N.,  R.  71  W.,  Section  31.  The  proposed  action  is 
consistent  with  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Management  Plan. 

II.  Alternatives  Considered 

A.  Preferred  Alternative 


The  proposed  action  is  the  preferred  alternative. 


B.  Other  Alternatives 


1.  No  Action. 

2.  Burn  the  proposed  area  in  the  fall. 


III.  Decision  and  Rationale 

The  decision  is  to  implement  the  proposed  action  as  identified  in 
the  attached  EA  ( WY-037-EAO-038 ) . 

The  action  will  provide  a higher  quality  and  quantity  of  available 
forage  for  the  bighorn  sheep  using  the  Split  Rock  Mountain  and 
Duck  Creek  areas  during  the  spring,  summer,  and  fall  seasons. 

IV.  Conclusions 

l 

Based  on  the  attached  EA  analysis,  as  amended,  there  is  sufficient 
data  to  support  a Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI).  There 
are  no  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources.  No 
resource  or  environmental  values  will  be  substantially  impacted  by 
the  proposed  action.  Therefore,  no  EIS  is  necessary. 

V.  Mitigation  and  Monitoring 

Post-burn  management  requires  the  exclusion  of  livestock  use  for  a 
minimum  of  two  full  growing  seasons  to  enable  plants  to  gain 
carbohydrate  reserves,  increase  production  of  leaf  matter,  and 
increase  soil  cover  to  reduce  soil  movement  and  erosion.  The  area 
will  be  monitored  and  evaluated  in  a cooperative  venture  between 
the  BLM  and  WYGF  to  determine  present  and  future  management 
decisions  for  the  Resource  Area. 


Area  Manager,  Great  Divide  Resource  Area 


Date 


Split  Rock  Prescribed  Burns 
VY-037-RA0-038 


I • Purpose  and  Need 

The  following  are  the  prescribed  burn  objectives. 

1.  Improve  forage  quality  and  quantity  on  public  and  adjacent  state 
land  for  bighorn  sheep,  elk  and  mule  deer  by  improving  grass/forb 

production,  increasing  new  palatable  shrub  production  and  reducing 
stagnant  shrub  growth. 

2.  Improve  bighorn  sheep  feeding  sites  adjacent  to  escape  terrain  and 
nursery  areas . 

3.  Reduce  the  young  ponderosa  pine  regeneration  in  the  burn  units  to 
provide  visual  migration  corridors  for  bighorn  sheep  to  escape 
cover  or  habitat  not  currently  used  (historical  use  areas). 

4.  Provide  uneven  aged  forage  classes  and  edge  effect  by  conducting 
mosaic  pattern  prescribed  burns. 


Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  (Ovis  canadensis  canadensis)  were  re-introduced 
into  the  Laramie  Peak  area  of  east  central  Wyoming  in  196*  (Bohne  1989).  As 
of  June  30,  1989,  168  bighorn  sheep  have  been  released  in  the  Laramie  Peak 
D.A.U.  Data  Analysis  Unit  (DAD).  Bighorn  sheep  released  near  Laramie  Peak 
were  transplanted  from  the  Whiskey  Mountain  herd  near  Dubois,  Wyoming.  In 
spite  of  these  transplants,  the  Laramie  Peak  sheep  herd  appears  to  be 
declining  (Bohne  1989). 


The  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (WGFD)  has  set  the  strategic  plan 
objective  for  the  Laramie  Peak  bighorh  sheep  herd  at  500  animals  and  the 
strategic  harvest  objective  at  24  rams  annually.  However,  since  the  first 
hunting  season  in  1969,  no  single  year  harvest  has  exceeded  7 rams  (Bohne 
1989).  The  current  population  is  estimated  at  227  sheep,  Including  20  sheep 
released  in  January  1989  near  Marshall. 

The  Wyoming  Cooperative  Fishery  and  Wildlife  Research  Dnit  is  conducting  a 
study  of  the  Laramie  Peak  bighorn  sheep  herd.  Objective  number  five  of  this 
study  is  to  determine  the  potential  to  enhance  and  expand  the  range  of  this 
herd  by  vegetative  manipulation.  Prescribed  burns  will  be  used  to  increase 
forage  quality  and  quantity  on  summer  and  winter  ranges.  Transects  will  be 
sampled  on  burns  to  determine  percent  canopy  cover,  vegetation  height  and 
composition.  Forage  will  be  clipped  to  determine  crude  protein  and  total 
digestible  nutrients.  These  values  will  be  compared  to  forages  clipped  on 
unburned  areas. 

Cook  et  al^  (1989)  stressed  the  need  to  evaluate  fire  as  a tool  for  bighorn 
sheep  habitat  management.  Spring  burns  apparently  rejuvenate  decadent  plant 
communities  most  efficiently  and  result  in  minimal  first-year  depression  of 
herbaceous  and  shrub  production  (Cook  et  al^  1989).  Mortality  of  desirable. 
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deciduous  browse  can  be  minimized  by  burning  In  spring  during  relatively  cool 
temperatures  and  higher  soli  moisture  conditions.  Forage  quality,  crude 
protein  and  digestibility,  greatly  Increased  on  burn  sites  the  first  year 
after  burning  (Cook  et  al^  1989).  Smith  (1988)  suggested  that  benefits 
derived  from  burning  may  last  ten  to  fifteen  years. 

Sheep  strongly  select  burned  areas  but  observed  selection  Is  highly  seasonal 
and  variable  among  areas,  reflecting  physical  site  conditions  and 

i t?oo°8itl°n  °f  bUrn“  t0  other  habltat  components  selected  by  sheep  (Cook  et 
al_^  1989).  Accordingly  sheep  select  burned  habitats  In  winter  only  If  they 
occur  on  south  to  west  aspects  at  lower  elevations  where  winter  forage  Is 
accessible  (Cook  et  aK  1989).  Cook  et  aL  (1989)  suggests  that  prescribed 
burns  should  be  Interspersed  within  lamblng/nursery  areas  to  provide  the 
greatest  benefit  to  lactating  ewes. 


In  addition  to  the  vegetative  benefits  derived  from  spring  burns,  these  burns 
are  also  safer  from  a fire  control  standpoint  in  that  they  would  provide  much 
greater  ease  of  control  due  to  moist  soils  and  snow  accumulations  which  act  as 
natural  fire  breaks. 


11  * Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
A.  Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  action  is  to  prescribe  burn  in  the  spring 
approximately  400  acres  of  sagebrush/grass,  mountain  shrub,  and 
young  ponderosa  pine.  The  burns  would  be  located  within  the  1500 
acres  indicated  on  the  attached  map,  of  the  proposed  burn  area  and 
land  ownership.  Burns  would  be  conducted  In  one  to  two  days  in  the 
late  winter  or  spring  depending  upon  weather  conditions.  Due  to 
the  unpredictable  weather  and  snow  accumulation  conditions  in  the 
area,  burns  would  be  executed  on  an  opportunistic  basis.  Those 
areas  suitable  for  burning,  when  all  other  parameters  are  favorable 
(ie.  snow  accumulations,  wind,  etc.),  would  be  Ignited.  The 
priority  areas  to  burn  are  located  In  the  south  and  central 
portions  of  T.  24  N.,  R.  71  W.,  Section  31.  Selection  of  the  burn 
area  was  based  on  bighorn  sheep  observations  and  historical  use  of 
the  area,  topography,  fuel  breaks,  and  snow  accumulation  areas. 

Burns  would  be  Ignited  with  common  mechanical  methods.  Existing 
breaks  In  vegetation  or  natural  barriers  such  as  rock  outcrops  or 
snow  drifts  would  be  used  as  control  lines  or  burn  unit 
boundaries.  Ho  fire  lines  would  be  constructed  unless  absolutely 
necessary.  Black  lines  would  be  burned  in  low  fire  behavior 
periods  such  as  early  morning. 

Burns  would  be  conducted  cooperatively  by  BLM  personnel,  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  Department  personnel,  and  US  Forest  Service  personnel. 

The  proposed  action  is  consistent  with  the  Great  Divide  Resource 
Management  Plan. 


B.  Alternatives 


1. 

2. 


No  action  - Rejection  of  the  proposal. 
Burn  the  proposed  area  In  the  fall. 


Affected  Environment 

Bnvlronmental  components  that  would  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 

f loodnl fl8hor1®8*  Prln»  or  unique  farmlands,  wetlands, 
floodplains,  wilderness  areas,  ecological  significant  or  critical  a^eas 

^ African  religious  concerns,  and  threatened  or  endangered 
re80urce8  not  affected  they  will  not  be 

sir « propot'd  »»“14  "«*  »»*».  «, 

If^he  Mrhe8t  1“  lhiB  !rea  18  n0t  COBt  ®ff®ctl™  at  this  time  because 
of  the  high  cost  of  road  construction  In  the  rugged  rock  terrain. 

Wnre  *1  W°UlJ  b<>  dama«ed  v«y  little  fro.  a low  Intensity  spring 
burn.  Therefore,  forestry  will  not  be  analyzed  further. 

Currently,  grazing  does  not  occur  In  the  proposed  burn  area.  Due  to  the 
n°  8igniflc“t  llve8*°<*  use  is  expected  in  the  Juturl 
analyzed  ’ ®nvlron“®ntal  lmPacts  on  livestock  grazing  will  not  be 

There  are  no  known  cultural  sites  In  or  near  the  project  area.  There 
are  no  known  standing  structures.  No  surface  disturbance  or  fireline 
construction  Is  expected.  Therefore,  cultural  resources  would  not  be 
affected  and  will  not  be  further  analyzed. 

Air 


Air  quality  In  Duck  Creek  and  Split  Rock  Mountain  area  is  considered 
excellent.  Wind  is  common  and  helps  maintain  high  air  quality. 
Prevailing  vinds  are  from  the  southwest-vest . 

Water 


Three  perennial  streams  and  numerous  Intermittent  streams  occur  In  the 
project  area.  The  perennial  streams  are  Duck,  Ashley,  and  Pole  Creeks 
Average  annual  precipitation  is  15  to  19  inches  with  the  most 
precipitation  occurring  as  snow  during  winter  months. 

Soils 


Solis  survey  Information  was  from  the  Albany  County  Soil  Survey.  The 
proposed  burns  occur  primarily  In  the  Redfeather  - Lakehelen  - Rogert, 
Rock  Outcrop  - Cathedral,  and  Boyle  - Alderon  - Rock  Outcrop  soil 
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aroi1!  it'*  ®r?8lon  hazar<1  !•  moderate  in  all  of  the  complexes 

except  the  Redfeather  - Lakehelen  - Rogert  complex  where  it  is  severe. 

ind  erosion  haxard  is  slight  for  all  soils  except  the  Redfeather  - 
Lakehelen  - Rogert  complex  where  it  is  moderate. 


These  soils  occur  on  slopes  ranging  from  5-50  percent. 
Vegetation 


Approximately  one-third  of  the  area  is  forested.  Most  of  these  areas 
consist  of  a ponderosa  pine  overstory  and  an  understory  comprised  of 
various  shrub,  grass  and  forb  species  including  western  snowberry, 
creeping  Juniper,  western  and  bluebunch  wheatgrass,  Parry  danthonia, 
starry  cerastium,  flowery  phlox  and  western  yarrow. 


Another  one-third  of  the  area  is  comprised  of  varying  densities  of  big 
sagebrush  and  grass  species.  In  this  type,  big  sagebrush  is  the 
dominant  overstory  shrub  with  an  understory  of  various  grasses  and  forbs 
ncluding  needleandthread,  western  wheatgrass,  needleleaf  sedge, 
sandberg  bluegrass,  rose  pussytoes,  hairy  goldaster,  and  selaginella 
("dense  clubmoss"). 


The  remaining  one-third  of  the  area  is  a highly  diverse  area  compound  of 
a variety  of  shrubs,  grasses,  forbs,  and  scattered  conifers.  Some  of 
he  shrub  species  include  big  sagebrush,  mountain  mahogany,  antelope 
bltterbrush,  Douglas  and  rubber  rabbitbrush,  and  fringed  sagewart. 

Grass  species  include  Idaho  fescue,  needleandthread,  sandberg  bluegrass, 
prairie  Junegrass  and  western  wheatgrass.  The  scattered  tree  species 
include  limber  and  ponderosa  pine.  Forb  species  are  numerous.  Riparian 
zones  are  found  within  all  these  types. 

Wildlife 


The  Split  Rock  Mountain  and  Duck  Creek  area  provide  habitat  for  a 
variety  of  game  and  nongame  wildlife.  The  proposed  project  area  is 
crucial  winter/yearlong  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep,  elk  , and  mule  deer. 
Other  species  which  occur  are  blue  grouse,  red  squirrel,  cottontail 
rabbit,  black  bear,  and  mountain  lion.  A wide  variety  of  raptors  use 
the  area  for  nesting,  feeding,  migration,  and,  in  some  cases,  wintering. 

Visual  Resources 

The  area  is  highly  scenic  and  falls  within  a Class  II  visual  resource 
management  category.  A Class  II  area  is  one  where  changes  in  any  of  the 
basic  elements  (form,  line,  color,  or  texture)  caused  by  management 
activity  should  not  be  evident  in  the  characteristic  landscape. 


IV • Environmental  Consequences 


A.  Proposed  Action 
Air 

Prescribed  burning  would  cause  a temporary  (1-3  day)  reduction  In 
visibility  during  the  period  of  the  burn  each  year.  Winds  would 
disperse  the  smoke  created  by  the  burns  shortly  after  the 
completion  of  the  burn  In  a fasion  that  would  meet  or  exceed  smoke 
dispersion  requirements  under  the  clean  air  act. 

Water 


Impacts  of  fire  on  water  are  largely  secondary,  resulting  from 
fire's  Impact  on  vegetation.  A slight  Increase  in  sediment  would  be 
expected  to  reach  perennial  waters  in  the  project  area.  The  Impact 
on  water  should  not  be  significant  due  to  the  scattered  locations 
of  the  burn  and  buffers  created  by  leaving  riparian  areas  unburned. 

Soils 


Initially,  erosion  rates  may  increase,  however,  this  increase  is 
expected  to  be  minimal  due  to  the  nature  of  the  soil  and  because 
the  amount  of  physical  disturbance  to  the  soil  structure  would  be 
inappreciable.  Erosion  rates  would  decrease  as  cover  reached 
pre-burn  levels.  Revegetation  of  a spring  burn  would  probably 
occur  within  30  days  of  the  burn. 

Vegetative  cover  would  meet  or  exceed  preburn  measurements  within 
two  to  three  years. 

Although  these  soils  are  classified  in  the  moderate  to  severe 
erosion  hazard,  field  examination  of  the  Duck  Creek  wildfire  of 
September  1974  did  not  indicate  any  notable  erosion  problems. 

Vegetation 


The  resistance  of  plants  to  fire  varies  greatly  between  species, 
but  also  depends  heavily  on  fire  conditions,  specifically  high 
intensity  and  duration.  Big  sagebrush  is  a non-sprouter  and  is 
highly  susceptible  to  fire  injury  through  the  killing  of  the 
cambium  layer  at  the  base  of  the  stem.  Sprouting  shrubs  and  trees, 
such  as  snowberry,  serviceberry,  and  rabbitbrush  generally  have 
high  survival  and  increased  production  because  they  can  sprout  from 
lower  depths  of  the  stem.  For  the  sprouting  species,  it  is 
important  to  have  good  soil  moisture  to  assure  a high  percentage  of 
survivability.  Soil  moisture  would  normally  be  highest  in  the 
spring.  Due  to  the  current  low  biomass  production  of  rabbitbrushes 
in  the  burn  units,  resprouting  of  these  species  should  not  occur  in 
significant  quantity  to  inhibit  regrowth  of  bunchgrasses . 
Reestablishment  of  big  sagebrush  after  the  fire  would  depend  upon 
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big  sagebrush  seed  sources  and  the  rate  at  which  other  speales 
reoccupy  open  areas  that  previously  supported  big  sagebrush.  Big 
sagebrush  would  not  be  expected  to  relnvade  the  sites  In 
significant  densities  for  a minimum  of  ten  years. 


Reduced  production  of  grass  and  forb  species  would  be  expected  to 
be  minimal  and  short  term.  Bluebunch  wheatgrass  production  would 
return  to  pre-burn  production  In  1 to  3 years  and  possibly  double 
production  In  future  years.  Burn  plan  objectives  and  prescription 
would  be  written  to  protect  more  fire  sensitive  species. 

Production  of  true  mountain  mahogany,  bitterbrush,  and  servlceberry 
were  monitored  during  the  Cook  et  al^  (1989)  study.  Production  of 
true  mountain  mahogany  plants  appeared  to  decline  the  first  year 
after  fire  but  was  followed  by  rapid  recovery.  Cook  et  al.  (1989) 
found  that  spring  burns  enhance  Initial  recovery  of  shrubs, 
particularly  bitterbrush  and  servlceberry  showed  high  survival  and 
profound  production  Increase  on  a per-plant  basis. 

Cook's  et  al^  (1989)  data  suggests  that  cool  spring  burns  will 
benefit  perennial  grasses  but  burns  in  other  seasons  may  have 
variable  effects. 

Prescribed  burning  would  reduce  pine  regeneration  and  have  pruning 
effect  on  the  lower  branches  of  larger  trees,  with  a crown  base  at 
or  below  fire  height.  Reestablishment  of  pine  regeneration  would 
take  a minimum  of  15  years,  depending  upon  available  seed  source 
and  microclimate. 

Wildlife 


The  burn  would  Improve  forage  quality,  palatability , availability, 
and  increase  big  game  use  of  the  area  by  bighorn  sheep  and  elk. 

Mule  deer  use  of  the  area  may  decline  slightly  for  a short  period 
If  a reduction  In  the  density  of  shrubs  (servlceberry,  mountain 
mahogany,  and  bitterbrush)  occurs. 

Burning  in  a mosaic  pattern  would  provide  uneven  aged  forage 
classes,  thus  perpetuating  accessible  high  quality  forage  for 
bighorn  sheep. 

Burning  can  Improve  production  and  palatability  of  Important  big 
game  forage  species  in  grasslands  (Peek  et  sJL  1979).  Burning  of 
standing  dead,  dry,  leached  litter  will  remove  a barrier  to  grazing 
of  green  forage,  consequently  Improving  palatablity  and 
availability  (Hobbs  and  Spowart  1984).  Hobbs  and  Spowart  (1984) 
found  that  prescribed  burning  elevated  the  concentration  of  protein 
and  in  vitro  digestible  organic  matter  in  winter  diets  of  mountadn 
sheep  and  mule  deer  feeding  In  grassland  communities.  Anderson 
(personal  communication  1984)  found  a crude  protein  increase  of 
approximately  65  percent  occurring  the  first  year  following  a burn 
for  bluebunch  wheatgrass  with  a subsequent  return  to  near  pre-burn 
levels  three  years  following  the  burn. 


o 


Hobbo  and  Spowart  (1984)  found  In  their  study  that  the  effect#  of 
fire  on  diet  quality  resulted  from  changes  In  ungulate  diet 
selection  rather  than  Improvements  In  the  quality  of  Individual 
forages.  Differences  In  the  amount  of  green  grass  In  ungulate  diet 
accounted  for  much  of  the  enhancement  In  diet  quality  In  this 
study . Irwin  and  Cook  (1987)  believe  that  the  Increased 
availability  of  green  grasses  and  forbs  following  wildfire  In  the 
North  Platte  River  Valley  would  benefit  bighorn  sheep. 

New  spring  growth  has  been  shown  to  start  several  weeks  earlier  on 
burned  areas,  than  on  unburned  range,  consequently  such  burned 
ranges  are  preferred  over  unburned  ranges  by  wildlife  and  livestock 
(Daubenlre  1968).  With  the  Improved  palatabllity  and  earlier  new 
spring  growth  on  burn  areaa  bighorn  sheep  and  elk  would  prefer 
burned  areas  over  unburned  areas.  Significantly  heavier  ungulate 
use  can  be  expected  to  occur  for  the  first  few  years  on  the  burn 
areas,  as  compared  to  the  unburned  rangelands,  but  would  decline 
with  time  (Peek  et  al^.  1979). 

Sheep  movement  is  somewhat  restricted  by  the  presence  of  ponderosa 
pine.  The  reduction  of  pine  regeneration  and  the  limb  pruning  of 
larger  trees  would  Improve  visibility  and  provide  more  secure 
migration  corridors  for  bighorn  sheep. 

Conducting  the  burn  would  displace  animals  currently  using  the  area 
In  the  short  term.  A temporary  loss  of  forage  would  occur  from  the 
burn,  but  would  be  short  term  with  the  start  of  spring  growth  or 
fall  regrowth. 

The  proposed  burns  are  located  in  high  use  areas  and  adjacent  to 
escape  terrain  and  nursery  areas.  Spring  burns  appear  to  cause  the 
least  mortality  of  desirable  resprouting  deciduous  shrubs  which  are 
major  constituents  of  the  sheep's  diet  in  late  sunner  and  fall 
(Cook  et  al . 1989),  therefore  benefittlng  lactating  ewes.  During 
the  summer  ewes  with  lambs  are  dependent  on  rock  outcrops.  Cook  et 
• (1989)  found  that  ewes  on  Douglas  Creek  left  burned  areas  with 
high  quality  forage  one  week  prior  to  lambing  and  went  to  nursery 
areas  with  a poorer  quality  forage.  Stagnation  of  sheep 
populations  In  the  Encampment  herd  has  been  highly  attributed  by 
(Cook  et  al . 1989),  to  poor  summer/fadl  diet  resulting  in  poor 
resistance  to  disease  and  consequential  high  lamb  mortality. 

Horejsi  (1972)  found  that  the  nutritional  plane  of  the  ewe  effects 
colostrum  quality,  which  in  turn  can  affect  resistance  of  lambs  to 
*irml  and  bacterial  infections.  Therefore,  with  Increased  forage 
quality,  near  nursery  areas,  lamb  growth  and  survival  could  also 
increase. 

Visual  Resources 


A visual  resource  contrast  rating  was  written  for  the  proposed 
burns.  Contrast  ratings  assess  how  the  proposed  action  would 
affect  the  basic  elements  (form,  line,  color,  and  texture)  of  the 


existing  landscape  features.  These  ratings  are  then  compared  to 
maximum  acceptable  Impact  limits  for  a VRM  Class  II  area.  It  vas 
determined  that  the  visual  resources  would  only  be  temporarily 
affected  and  that  the  class  would  not  change  (Visual  Resource 
Contrast  Rating  - Attachment  No.  2). 

B.  Alternative 

1.  No  Action 


The  impacts  projected  for  the  proposed  action  would  not 
occur.  With  the  selection  of  the  no  action  alternative  forage 
quality  and  availability  would  continue  to  be  In  a degraded 
state  for  the  maintenance  of  the  Laramie  Peak  bighorn  sheep 
herd.  The  current  downward  trend  of  the  population  may 
continue  until  the  population  is  unable  to  maintain  itself. 

If  the  bighorn  sheep  population  is  unable  to  maintain  itself, 
opportunities  for  hunting  and  sightseeing  of  the  bighorn  sheep 
would  be  lost. 

2 . Burn  the  proposed  area  In  the  fall 

If  the  fall  burn  alternative  were  implemented  rather  than  the 
spring  burn,  the  degree  of  control  over  the  burn  would  be 
greatly  reduced  and  the  risk  of  the  fire  "getting  away" 
increased.  Also  more  manpower  would  be  required  as  holding 
forces,  with  the  absence  of  snow  accumulations  to  act  as 
natural  fire  breaks. 

A fall  burn  would  be  of  higher  intensity  than  a spring  burn, 
therefore  Increasing  the  chance  of  fire  injury  and  mortality 
to  sprouting  shrubs  and  bunch  grasses. 

Revegetation  of  a fall  burn  would  occur  following  spring  thaw 
and  snow  melt  and  could  expose  unprotected  soil  to  erosion  for 
a 60  to  90  day  period.  Pall  burning  would  be  more  likely  to 
cause  greater  amounts  of  erosion,  than  a spring  burn,  because 
of  runoff  from  snow  melt  and  a longer  period  of  exposure  to 
water  erosion. 

All  other  consequences  would  be  the  same  as  for  a spring  burn. 

V.  Irreversible  or  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources 

There  are  no  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  with 
the  proposed  action.  If  the  no  action  alternative  were  selected  the 
present  bighorn  sheep  population  may  not  remain  self-sustaining  and  may 
require  more  transplants  of  bighorn  sheep  to  maintain  Itself. 


VI. 


Mitigation  and  Monitoring 


A.  The  BUI  would  obtain  a "Construction  and  Improvement  Permit"  from 
the  Wyoming  State  Land  and  Farm  Loan  Office,  with  concurrence  form 
True  Ranches,  lessee  of  the  State  Section  36,  prior  to  burning 
units  on  state  lands.  This  Is  provided  the  proposed  action  is 
selected  for  Implementation. 

B.  Before  an  ignition  is  initiated,  the  following  persons  and  agencies 
would  be  contacted:  Albany  County  Sheriff,  Wyoming  Highway  Patrol, 
Albany  County  Plre  Department,  USPS  - Laramie  Peak  Ranger  District, 
PAA,  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  - Air  Quality 
Division,  Wyoming  Game  and  Pish  Department,  and  Jack  Nixon,  private 
land  owner  adjacent  to  planned  burns. 

C.  Buffer  zones  of  undisturbed  vegetation  at  least  100  feet  wide  would 
be  left  along  water  courses.  Guidelines  developed  by  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  would  be  utilized  to  protect  riparian  areas. 

The  following  slopes  and  corresponding  buffer  zones  would  be 
maintained: 

Percent  Slope  Range  Buffer  Width 


0-20 

100 

20-30 

180 

30-40 

280 

40-50 

400 

50-60 

520 

D.  The  proposed  action  would  be  monitored  by  the  wildlife  biologist, 
Great  Divide  Resource  Area,  WGPD,  and  the  University  of  Wyoming 
Cooperative  Wildlife  Research  Unit.  Monitoring  would  include: 
vegetation  production  and  cover,  pre-  and  post-burn,  and  response 
of  radio  telemetered  bighorn  sheep  pre-  and  post-burn. 

VI . Consultation/Coordination 


The  following  individuals  outside  the  BUI,  Rawlins  District  have 
contacted  regarding  their  input  into  the  proposed  action. 

been 

Terry  Killough 

Laramie  District  Supervisor 

WGPD 

Joe  Bohne 

Wildlife  Biologist 

WGPD 

Rich  Guenzel 

Wildlife  Biologist 

WGPD 

Tim  Byers 

Wildlife  Biologist 

USPS 

Bob  Gurney 

Habitat  Mgmt.  Coordinator,  Region  3 

WGPD 

Jim  Whalen 

Senior  Appraiser 

WSLO 

Bryce  Lundell 

State  Porester 

WSLO 

Dan  Hengel 

Research  Associate 

WCRU 

Ray  Hunkins 

Private  Landowner 

Wheatland 

Toby  Wlngert 

State  Land  Lessee 

True  Ranches 

Don  Sherard 

Private  Landowner 

Wheatland 
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Decision  Record/kationale 
WY-U37-EAO-O.JS 
Split  Rock  Prescribed  Burns 


I.  Proposed  Action 

Tne  proposed  action  is  to  prescribe  burn  in  the  late  winter  or  spring 
approximately  4UU  acres.  Burns  would  Be  conducted  by  common  mechanical 
means.  It  weatner  is  suitable,  burns  should  occur  in  the  spring  of 
lyyl.  Primary  objective  of  tne  burn  is  to  improve  haDitat  conditions 
for  tne  Duck  Creek  subherd  of  the  Laramie  Peak  bighorn  sheep  herd. 

The  proposal  is  located  m X.  24  N.,  R.  72  w.,  Section  25  and  ob  and  T. 

24  N.,  R.  71  W.,  Section  31.  Tne  proposed  action  is  consistent  with  the 
the  Great  Divide  Resource  Management  Plan. 

II.  Alternatives  Considered 

A.  Preferred  Alternative 

Ihe  proposed  action  is  the  preferred  alternative. 

B.  Other  Alternatives 

1.  No  Action. 

2.  Burn  The  proposed  area  in  the  fall 

III.  Decision  and  Rationale 

Ihe  decision  is  to  implement  tne  proposed  action  as  identified  in  the 
actacheo  EA  (WY-G37-EaO-U3o7 . 

Tne  action  will  provide  a higher  quality  and  quantity  of  available 
forage  for  tne  bignorn  sheep  using  the  Split  Rock  Mountain  and  Duck 
Creek  areas  during  the  spring,  summer,  and  fall  seasons. 

IV.  Conclusions 

based  on  the  attached  EA  analysis,  there  is  sufficient  data  to  support  a 
1 inning  ot  wo  Significant  Impact  (.FUNSI).  There  are  no  irreversible  or 
irretrievable  commitment  of  resources.  No  resource  or  environmental 
values  will  be  substantially  impacted  by  tne  proposed  action. 

Tneretore,  no  EIS  is  necessary. 

V.  Mitigation  and  Monitoring 

Mitigation  identified  in  the  EA,  Section  VI,  will  be  used. 
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DETERMINATION  AND  EVALUATION 
OF  NEED  FOR  CONSULTATION 

To:  Area  Manager,  A 6 9. ft, 

From:  ^ -UiU&  b<yA. 

Subject:  Request  for  Threatened  or  Endangered  Species  Evaluation 

(Effect/No  Effect)  and  Biological  Evaluation  on  Other  Wildlife 
Species 


Please  evaluate  the  proposed  action  for  the  possible  existence  of  threatened 
or  endangered  species  (see  attached  map).  Also,  please  evaluate  proposed 
action  for  conflicts  with  other  wildlife  species. 


Project  or 

Company  Name  (if  applicable)  A ; 

Reference  No.  (lease,  case,  project,  EAR,  etc.)  WV-C'?>'7- 
Location:  T-Z4M.jg.-7  1 W.  f g -7-2VV/. 

Description  of  Proposed  Action: 


247<xaM_1J 

■ ya  jcvajO^vAdj)  j i/i  gfoo 

(Signature , date) 


Response:  Data  Review  and  Determination  of  Impact  on  Threatened  or  Endangered 
Species  and/or  other  wildlife 

To:  Area  Manager,  Ux  V.  NvAjlKjLc. 

This  proposal  and  relative  data  have  been  analyzed  as  to  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  action  upon  the  species  listed  on  the  reverse  side: 


M 


A field  examination  of  the  proposed  disturbance  was  conducted  by  the 
Area  Wildlife  Biologist 


fc.  1 The  Area  Wildlife  Biologist  reviewed  the  overlay  retrieval  system  for 

Threatened  and  Endangered  species  and  other  wildlife,  and  could  find  no 
conflict.  However,  the  site  will  be  checked  during  the  field/pre-site 
examination. 


The  T&E  analysis  indicates  that  there  would  be  a (no  effect)  (may  of-fee-t) 
situation  as  a result  of  approving  the  described  action.  Initiation  of  formal 
consultation  (■  i (is  not)  recommended. 


The  wildlife  analysis  produced  the  following  results.  Please  include  the 
attached  stipulations  indicated  on  the  reverse  side: 
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Land  Use  Constraint’s  Relative  to  the  WGFD’s 
Strategic  Plan  for  the  Comprehensive  Management  of 
Wildlife  in  Wyoming  (1984  - 1989)" 
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INTRODUCTION 


WYOMING  STATUTE  23-1-103  stipulates:  All  wildlife  in  Wyoming  is  the  property  of 
the  state.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  state  to  provide  an  adequate  and  flexible 
system  for  control,  propagation,  management,  protection  and  regulation  of  all 
Wyoming  wildlife. 

THE  WYOMING  GAME  AND  FISH  DEPARTMENT,  UNDER  THE  DIRECTION  OF  THE  GAME  AND  FISH 
COMMISSION,  IS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE  FULFILLMENT  OF  THIS  MANDATE.  THE  EXPRESSED 
LEGAL  CHARGES  TO  THE  COMMISSION  AND  DEPARTMENT  ARE  AS  FOLLOWS  (WYOMING  STATUTE 
23-1-302): 


(1)  To  fix  season  and  bag  limits,  open,  shorten  or  close  seasons  on 
any  species  or  sex  of  wildlife,  except  predatory  animals,  preda- 
cious birds,  protected  animals,  and  protected  birds,  in  any  spe- 
cified locality  of  Wyoming,  and  to  give  notice  thereof: 

(2)  To  establish  zones  and  areas  in  which  trophy  game  animals  may  be 
taken  as  game  animals  with  a license  or  in  the  same  manner  as 
predatory  animals  without  a license,  giving  proper  regard  to  the 
livestock  and  game  industries  in  those  particular  areas; 

(3)  To  acquire  lands  and  waters  in  the  name  of  Wyoming  by  purchase, 
lease,  agreement,  gift  or  devise,  not  including  powers  of  emi- 
nent domain,  and  to  develop,  improve,  operate,  and  maintain  the 
same  for  the  following  purposes: 

(a)  Fish  hatcheries,  rearing  ponds,  game  farms  and 
bird  farms; 

(b)  Management  of  game  animals,  protected  animals  and 
birds,  fur  bearing  animals,  game  birds,  fish  and 
their  restoration , propagation,  or  protection; 

(c)  Public  hunting,  fishing,  or  trapping  areas  as 
places  where  the  public  may  hunt,  trap,  or  fish  in 
accordance  with  laws; 

(A)  To  acquire  easements  and  construct  suitable  access  roads  leading 
to  public  lands  and  department  lands  and  waters  acquired  pur- 
suant to  Section  23-1-302  (c)  of  the  Statutes; 

(5)  To  sell  or  exchange  land,  water,  or  other  property  which  is  no 
longer  of  any  practical  use  to  the  commission; 

(6)  To  capture,  propagate,  transport,  buy,  sell,  or  exchange  any 
species  of  game  animals,  bird,  fish,  fish  eggs,  or  fur  bearing 
animal  needed  for  propagation  or  stocking  purposes,  and  to  exer- 
cise control  over  undesirable  species  and  protected  species, 

(7)  To  direct  the  capture  of  any  of  the  wildlife  of  Wyoming  in  loca- 
lities where  species  are  abundant  and  to  transport  and  distribute  any 
wildlife  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  commission  is  for  the  best 
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interest  of  Wyoming; 

(8)  To  authorize  the  Chief  Came  Warden  or  his  designee  to  kill  any 
wildlife  in  Wyoming  when  in  the  judgment  of  the  commission  the 
killing  is  necessary  or  when  the  animals  or  birds  are  doing 
substantial  damage  to  property.  The  animals  or  birds  so  killed 
may  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  within  Wyoming; 

(9)  To  make  suitable  provisions  for  the  feeding  of  the  game  animals, 
birds,  and  fish  of  Wyoming  in  such  localities  as  may  be  deemed 
necessary; 

(10)  To  enter  into  cooperative  agreements  with  educational  institu- 
tions and  other  agencies  to  promote  wildlife  research; 

(11)  To  enter  into  cooperative  agreements  with  federal  agencies, 
corporations,  associations,  individuals,  and  landowners  for  the 
development  of  state  control  of  wildlife  management  and 
demonstration  projects; 

(12)  To  supervise  the  protection,  management,  and  propagation  of  fish 
and  all  fish  culture  of  a public  nature  and  the  fish  hatcheries 
now  owned  or  established  in  the  future  by  Wyoming; 

(13)  To  grant  licenses  for  scientific  or  educational  purposes  to 
capture,  take,  or  ship  out  of  Wyoming,  under  the  supervision  of 
the  comission,  such  wildlife  or  nests  or  eggs  of  non-predacious 
birds  as  the  commission  may  deem  proper.  The  commission  shall 
limit  the  number  of  any  species  so  taken  and  establish 
appropriate  compensation; 

(14)  To  prescribe  the  requirements  and  form  for  the  licenses  and 
tags  provided  for  in  this  act,  to  issue  licenses  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act,  to  make  regulations  for  the  sale  and  record 
of  licenses  and  tags,  and  to  distribute  licenses  and  tags  only 
to  persons  authorized  by  the  commission  to  issue  them; 

(15)  To  require  record  keeping  and  the  submission  of  reports  of  any 
specified  information  from  any  type  of  commercial  operation  or 
business  authorized  under  this  act; 

(16)  To  provide  for  the  enforcement  of  this  act; 

(17)  To  provide  for  the  employment  of  office  and  field  help  to  admin- 
ister this  act.  Salaries  shall  be  determined  and  fixed  as  pro- 
vided by  law; 

(18)  To  open  game  preserves  for  hunting  when  they  are  overstocked  or 
a serious  shortage  of  feed  exists.  These  preserves  shall  be  so 
managed  that  they  do  not  cause  overstocking  or  other  damage  to 
the  surrounding  area; 

(19)  To  designate  as  protected,  game,  or  predatory,  any  species  not 
designated  in  Section  23.1-1  of  the  Statutes,  and  to  establish 
rules  and  regulations  necessary  for  control  of  the  species  so 
designated.  The  designations  may  apply  to  portions  of  or  the 
entire  state; 

(20)  To  authorize  the  collection,  classification,  and  dissemination 
of  such  statistics,  data  and  information  as  in  its  c/iscretion 
will  tend  to  promote  the  objects  and  purposes  of  this  act; 

(21)  To  establish  check  stations  to  check  licenses  and  to  establish 
kill  or  catch  reports,  and  to  designate  the  location  of  check 
stations  in  yearly  hunting  regulations; 
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(22)  To  promulgate  such  orders  as  the  commission  considers  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  intent  of  this  act; 

(23)  To  create  new  divisions  or  abolish  any  existing  divisions  with- 
in the  department  as  necessary  to  effectively  administer  and 
enforce  this  act; 

(24)  To  approve  and  make  public  budgets  and  establish  policy  for 
the  department; 

(25)  To  regulate  the  use  of  power  vehicles  on  land  owned  or  leased 
by  the  commission; 

(26)  To  regulate  or  prohibit  the  importation  of  exotic  species,  small 
game  animals,  fur  bearing  animals,  protected  animals,  game 
birds,  migratory  birds,  protected  birds,  and  fish  into  Wyoming, 
and  to  regulate  the  importation  of  big  or  trophy  game  animals 
into  Wyoming; 

IN  ADDITION  TO  THE  ABOVE  POWERS  AND  DUTIES,  THE  WYOMING  LEGISLATURE, 

DEPARTMENT^ TU TES  T0  41~13~218  and  23-2-107  HAS  DIRECTED  THE 

(a)  To  provide  for  and  regulate  the  registration  and 
licensing  of  watercraft  operating  on  all  waterways  of 
Wyoming  and  to  enforce  all  provisions  of  the  Wyoming 
Boating  Act. 

(b)  To  institute  and  coordinate  a statewide  course  of 
instruction  in  safety  and  competency  in  handling 
firearms.  Toward  this  end,  the  Department  has 
instituted  a 5-year  plan  for  hunter  education. 


IMPLICIT  IN  THESE  CHARGES  IS  THE  RESPONSIBILITY  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  TO  PROVIDE  THE 
PUBLIC  WITH  OPTIMUM  BENEFITS  FROM  THE  AVAILABLE  WILDLIFE  RESOURCE.  TO  THIS  END 

THE  FOLLOWING  STATEMENT  OF  POLICY  HAS  BEEN  ADOPTED  BY  THE  WYOMING  GAME  AND  FISH 
COMMISSION: 


The  wide-open  spaces  of  Wyoming  are  part  of  the  American  heritage.  The 
existence  of  these  areas  and  their  associated  wildlife  has  far-reaching 
significance  for  human  welfare.  For  people  living  here  and  in  other 
areas  of  the  country,  this  resource  offers  a measure  of  personal  solace 
and  relief. 

In  this  context,  it  must  be  emphasized  that  wildlife  and  habitat  are 
inseparable.  No  wild  species  can  be  maintained  effectively  outside  of 
a biotic  community  in  which  it  can  perform  its  natural  functions. 
Therefore,  irreversible  changes  in  native  fauna  and  flora  should  be 
discouraged.  If  such  changes  are  permitted,  they  should  be  after  the 
most  searching  study  and  then  only  in  areas  where  the  impact  on  land, 
water,  and  wildlife  is  minimal  and  mitigation  is  guaranteed . 
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Projections  for  the  future  suggest  that  the  human  population  of  the 
state  may  more  than  double  between  1970  and  2000.  Conservative  esti- 
mates indicate  that  the  desire  for  outdoor  recreation  is  likely  to 
triple.  This  impact  will  be  further  compounded  by  habitat  losses  asso- 
ciated with  increasing  human  population  and  industrial  development . In 
the  face  of  these  pressures,  it  is  imperative  that  the  Department  apply 
professional  expertise  in  identifying  and  conserving  Wyoming's  wildlife 
resources.  This  responsibility  is  twofold:  1)  We  must  strive  to  pro- 
tect Wyoming's  wild  animals  and,  in  general,  the  natural  scene  and  2) 
equally  important  is  the  responsibility  to  provide  quality  outdoor 
experience  with  wildlife. 

Toward  these  ends  the  following  policy  objectives  will  be  followed  by 
the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department: 


1.  While  recognizing  that  other  legitimate  demands  exist  for 
the  use  of  land  and  water  resources,  it  is  the  statutory 
responsibility  of  this  Department  to  be  the  principal 
proponent  of  the  maintenance  and  perpetuation  of  wildlife 
in  Wyoming. 

2.  Wildlife  conservation  within  this  state  is  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  Game  and  Fish  Commission  and  the  pro- 
fessional function  of  the  Game  and  Fish  Department. 

However,  this  is  prefaced  by  the  fact  that  wildlife 
resources  are  owned  by  the  people  of  Wyoming.  Therefore, 
consistent  with  biological  constraints,  this  resource 
will  be  managed  with  consideration  for  the  interests  and 
desires  of  the  public.  Both  consumptive  and  non- 
consumptive uses  of  wildlife  will  be  structured  to  pro- 
duce desired  and  worthwhile  human  experiences. 

J.  To  produce  and  maintain  optimum  populations  of  wildlife 
on  all  lands  and  waters  in  Wyoming  suitable  as  wildlife 
habitat  and  consistent  with  other  uses  of  such  lands  and 
waters  and  to  utilize  through  hunting  and  fishing  the 
available  crop  of  those  wildlife  species  appropriately 
classified  by  statute. 

4.  To  maintain  for  all  wildlife  the  best  possible  habitat 
conditions  consistent  with  other  uses,  improve  wildlife 
habitats  which  are  open  to  the  public  and  encourage  private 
landowners  to  do  the  same. 

5.  To  keep  wildlife  populations  in  balance  with  local  forage 
supplies  and  commensurate  with  conflicting  uses,  and 
manage  on  the  basis  of  available  forage,  resorting  to 
artificial  feeding  only  in  previously  approved  on-going 
programs  or  on  an  emergency  case-by-case  basis. 

6.  It  is  a policy  of  this  Department  to  provide  opportunity 
for  the  public  to  take  wildlife,  but  not  to  guarantee 
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fish  or  game  to  every  license  holder. 

7.  It  is  a policy  of  this  Department,  subject  to  the  existing 
legal  constraints,  to  control  wildlife  populations  which 
are  damaging  land  or  property  with  sound  programs  for  public 
hunting. 

8.  In  areas  where  species  overlap,  the  primary  species  will  be 
identified  and  the  major  management  activities  will  be 
directed  toward  the  welfare  of  the  selected  species  where 
conflicts  exist. 

9.  It  is  a policy  of  this  Department  to  endorse  or  participate 
in  the  regulation  of  predatory  animals  only  on  the  basis 

of  documented  local  wildlife  needs. 

10.  "Put-and-Take"  stocking  operations  have  little  relationship 

to  the  maintenance  of  wildlife,  and  they  should  not  be  carried 
on  at  the  sole  expense  of  the  general  license  buyer.  It  is 
the  Department's  position  that  these  operations  should  be  sup- 
ported by  special  use  fees  collected  from  those  who  par- 
ticipate in  "Put-and-Take"  harvests. 

11.  The  importation  and  use  of  exotic  plants  and  animals  by  this 
Department  will  be  undertaken  only  after  intensive  study, 
appropriate  agreements  with  the  agencies  concerned  and  ade- 
quate public  information . In  any  case,  exotics  will  be  intro- 
duced only  if  they  can  be  controlled . 

12.  Recognizing  that  social  values  derived  from  wildlife  are  so 
great  and  diverse  that  it  is  neither  appropriate  nor  adequate 
to  finance  management  of  this  resource  entirely  from  license 
holders,  and  realizing  these  funds  will  not  be  sufficient  in 

. the  future  to  meet  costs  of  managing  the  wildlife  resources 
for  the  people,  all  additional  funding  opportunities  must  be 
pursued.  These  will  include  not  only  the  pursuit  of  addi- 
tional funding  alternatives  but  also  application  of  respon- 
sible management  practices  leading  to  conservation  and 
maximization  of  results  from  existing  funds. 

13.  Recognizing  that  approximately  half  of  the  land  area  of 
Wyoming  is  controlled  by  the  Federal  Government  and  thus  owned 
by  all  the  people  of  the  United  States,  the  Department  honors 
the  need  to  insure  use  opportunity  for  nonresidents. 

14.  Regulations  governing  the  use  of  wild  animals  will  be  limited 
to  those  regulations  essential  for  the  orderly  protection, 
management  and  enjoyment  of  the  resource. 
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GREAT  PRESSURES  ARE  BEING  BROUGHT  TO  BEAR  ON  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES  AS  WYOMING  IS 
DEVELOPED  AND  COMPETITION  FOR  LANDS  AND  WATERS  INCREASES.  NOW,  MORE  THAN  EVER, 
FOR  THE  SERVICE  OF  AN  EVER-INCREASING  POPULATION,  MANAGEMENT  MUST  BE  FUTURE- 
FOCUSED  AND  PURPOSEFUL.  MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  PUBLIC  INTEREST  MUST  BE  BASED  ON  AN 
UNDERSTANDING  OF  OUR  LONG-TERM  CAPABILITIES,  CHANGING  SOCIAL  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONDITIONS,  AND  THE  BEST  POSSIBLE  APPRAISAL  OF  EXPECTATIONS  FOR  THE  FUTURE. 
RESPONDING  TO  THIS  CHALLENGE,  THE  WYOMING  GAME  AND  FISH  DEPARTMENT  HAS  DEVELOPED 
A COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING  SYSTEM  AS  AN  AID  TO  DECISION  MAKING  IN  AN  EFFORT  TO 
INCREASE  DEPARTMENTAL  EFFECTIVENESS.  THIS  SYSTEM  IS  DESIGNED  TO  SERVE  THE 
FOLLOWING  PURPOSES: 

1.  IT  FORCES  COMPREHENSIVE  AND  CRITICAL  EVALUATION  OF  THE  ENTIRE 
SPECTRUM  OF  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS. 

2.  THE  PLANNING  PROCESS  GIVES  CONTINUITY  TO  DEPARTMENTAL  ACTIVITIES 
REGARDLESS  OF  PERSONNEL  CHANGES. 

3.  THE  PLAN  ALERTS  OTHER  RESOURCE  USERS  TO  THE  NEEDS  OF  WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT  PROGRAMS,  THUS  STRENGTHENING  THE  DEPARTMENT'S 
POSITION  IN  NEGOTIATIONS  WITH  OTHER  RESOURCE  USERS. 

4.  THE  PLANNING  PROCESS  PROMOTES  ACTION  RATHER  THAN  REACTION  BY 
ORIENTING  PROGRAMS  TOWARDS  THE  ACHIEVEMENT  OF  DEFINITE  OBJECTIVES. 

5.  THE  PLAN  PROVIDES  A MEANS  FOR  PUBLIC  EVALUATION  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT'S  OBJECTIVES  AND  PHILOSOPHIES. 

THE  PLANNING  SYSTEM  CONSIDERS  THE  ENTIRE  SPECTRUM  OF  GAME  AND  FISH  OPERATIONS  AS 
THEY  RELATE  TO  FULFILLMENT  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  LEGAL  RESPONSIBILITIES  AND  STATED 
POLICIES.  AREAS  OF  CONFLICT  AND  NEEDS  FOR  COOPERATION  AND  COORDINATION  WITH  ALL 
LEVELS  OF  GOVERNMENT,  PRIVATE  ENTERPRISE,  AND  THE  PUBLIC  AT  LARGE  ARE  IDENTIFIED 
THROUGHOUT. 

THE  GOALS  AND  OBJECTIVES  IN  THIS  PLAN  ARE  BASED  ON  EXISTING  LAWS,  COMMISSION 
POLICY,  PROJECTED  INCREASES  IN  WILDLIFE-RELATED  RECREATION,  AND  BIOLOGICAL 
CAPABILITIES  OF  THE  STATE'S  LANDS  AND  WATERS  CONSISTENT  WITH  OTHER  LEGITIMATE 
USES  OF  THESE  RESOURCES.  PUBLIC  INPUT  IS  SOLICITED  AT  HEARINGS  PRIOR  TO 
CHANGES  IN  REGIONAL  OBJECTIVES  AND  ALSO  AT  MEETINGS  CONCERNING  SEASON  SETTING. 

PROBLEMS  AND  STRATEGIES  WERE  DERIVED  FROM  INPUT  OF  DEPARTMENT  PERSONNEL, 
CONSULTATION  WITH  LAND  MANAGEMENT  AGENCIES,  AND  EXTENSIVE  QUESTIONNAIRE  SURVEYS 
DESIGNED  TO  DETERMINE  THE  DESIRES  AND  ATTITUDES  OF  RESIDENT  HUNTERS,  FISHERMEN, 
AND  GENERAL  HOUSEHOLDS.  THE  INFORMATION  IN  THIS  PLAN  IS  PRESENTLY  THE  BEST 
AVAILABLE,  HOWEVER,  THE  DEPARTMENT  RECOGNIZES  THAT  CONSTANT  UPGRADING, 

EVALUATION  AND  REVISION  ARE  NECESSITIES.  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  REVIEW  OF  THE  DRAFT 
OF  THIS  DOCUMENT  HAVE  BEEN  GIVEN  TO  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  AGENCIES  WITH  WHOM  THE 
DEPARTMENT  FREQUENTLY  INTERACTS,  INCLUDING  THE  U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
WHOSE  GRANTS-1N-AID  PROVIDE  A SIGNIFICANT  PORTION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  FUNDING 
FOR  SPECIAL  PROJECTS  COVERING  A NUMBER  OF  INDIVIDUAL  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAMS. 

UPDATING  OF  THE  PLAN  IS  AN  ONGOING  PROCESS,  BUT  OFFICIAL  REVISIONS  OF  THE  PLAN 
WILL  BE  PRINTED  EVERY  THREE  YEARS. 
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PLANNING  IS  A VALUABLE  TOOL  IN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT,  BUT  LIKE  ANY  TOOL  IT  WILL 
SERVE  NO  USEFUL  PURPOSE  IF  LEFT  ON  A SHELF.  THIS  PLAN  WILL  BE  EFFECTIVE  ONLY 
WITH  COMPLETE  ADMIN ISTRATIVE  SUPPORT  AND  COOPERATION  FROM  ALL  DEPARTMENT 
PERSONNEL,  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  LEGISLATURES,  OTHER  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES  AND  THE 
GENERAL  PUBLIC. 

UNDER  THE  GUIDELINES  OF  THE  PREVIOUS  PLAN  (VOLUME  II,  1978-1983)  PROGRESS  WAS 
MADE  TOWARD  ATTAINMENT  OF  THE  OBJECTIVES  OUTLINED  IN  THAT  DOCUMENT  AND  TOWARD 
THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  VIABLE  SOLUTIONS  TO  PROBLEMS.  IN  ADDITION  TO  ROUTINE 
OPERATIONS,  THE  DEPARTMENT  WAS  INVOLVED  IN  MANY  SPECIALIZED  PROJECTS  .AND 
ACTIVITIES.  CONTINUING  APPEALS  WERE  MADE  FOR  LEGISLATION  TO  APPROVE  ALTERNATE 
FUNDING  AND  INSTREAM  FLOW  PROPOSALS  AND  EVALUATIONS  WERE  MADE  OF  THE  POTENTIAL 
IMPACTS  OF  PROPOSED  LAND  USE  CHANGE  PROJECTS  ON  TERRESTRIAL  AND  AQUATIC 
HABITAT.  STUDIES  WERE  UNDERTAKEN  TO  PROVIDE  INFORMATION  ON  SUCH  SUBJECTS  AS 
STREAM  FLOW,  POPULATIONS,  HABITAT  AND  DISEASE.  EFFICIENCY  WAS  IMPROVED  WITH 
THE  INCREASED  USE  OF  COMPUTER  SYSTEMS  IN  MANY  PHASES  OF  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS. 
COMMUNICATIONS  WITH  THE  PUBLIC  WERE  AIDED  BY  THE  PRODUCTION  OF  MOTION  PICTURE 
AND  SLIDE  SHOWS,  NEW  PUBLICATIONS  AND  NEW  EDITIONS  OF  EXISTING  PUBLICATIONS. 
LAND  AND  ACCESS  ACQUISITIONS  WERE  MADE  TO  PROTECT  KEY  HABITAT  AREAS  AS  WELL  AS 
TO  PROVIDE  RECREATIONAL  AREAS  FOR  CONSUMPTIVE  AND  NON-CONSUMPTIVE  USE.  OF 
SPECIAL  INTEREST  WERE  PROJECTS  UNDERTAKEN  TO  ASSESS  THE  STATUS  OF  THE 
BLACK-FOOTED  FERRET,  TO  REINTRODUCE  PEREGRINE  FALCONS  AND  TO  MAKE  TRIAL 
INTRODUCTIONS  OF  FORAGE  FISH  SPECIES.  THOSE  INTERESTED  IN  MORE  SPECIFIC 
INFORMATION  ARE  ENCOURAGED  TO  REVIEW  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  ANNUAL  REPORTS  FOR  THE 
YEARS  1979-1983. 
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STRATEGIC  PLAN  FOR  THE  WYOMING  GAME  AND  FISH  DEPARTMENT 


Wildlife  found  in  Wyoming  and  managed  by  the  Department  includes  approximately 
100  species  of  mammals,  322  species  of  birds,  78  species  of  fish,  12  species 
of  amphibians,  23  species  of  reptiles,  and  an  undetermined  number  of  mollusk 
and  crustacean  species. 

Sportsmen  spent  an  estimated  5,460,227  days  hunting  and  fishing  in  the  state 
during  1982  and  contributed  approximately  $223,034,619  to  the  state's  economy. 
By  1988,  hunting  and  fishing  participation  is  expected  to  exceed  7,000,000 
days,  and  hunting  and  fishing  expenditures  should  exceed  $300,000,000  (in  1982 
dollars ) . 

In  addition  to  hunting  and  fishing,  some  species  of  Wyoming's  wildlife 
resource  are  subject  to  commercial  harvest  in  the  form  of  trapping  or  commer- 
cial fishing. 

Also,  wildlife  is  widely  utilized  in  such  nonconsumptive  endeavors  as  obser- 
vation and  photography.  A national  survey  conducted  during  1980  indicated 
that  these  activities  resulted  in  over  1,029,320  days  of  recreation  and 
$24,400,000  in  expenditures  throughout  the  state  for  that  year. 

These  totals  (1,029,320  recreation  days;  $24,400,000  in  expenditures) 
underscore  the  importance  of  wildlife  resources,  both  aesthetically  and  econo- 
mically, to  the  state  of  Wyoming.  Their  conservation  and  management  is  a 
responsibility  of  awesome  magnitude  and  great  privilege.  In  this  context,  it 
is  the  goal  of  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  to: 

...manage  all  Wyoming  wildlife  and,  in  cooperation  with  private 
landowners  and  public  land  management  agencies,  manage  their  habitats 
in  such  a manner  that  all  populations  of  native  wildlife  species 
maintain  density  and  distribution  consistent  with  the  welfare 
of  the  resource,  which  will  provide  optimum  sustained  recreational, 
scientific,  educational,  aesthetic,  and  economic  benefits  to  the 
publ ic . 
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A great  many  problems  face  the  conservation  of  Wyoming's  wildlife  and  the 
attainment  of  this  goal.  Many  of  these  problems  are  specific  to  certain  areas 
or  individual  populations  but  all  may  be  categorized  into  the  11  general 
problems  listed  below.  Included  with  each  of  these  problems  are  strategies 
deemed  appropriate  for  addressing  them.  Those  desiring  information  on  problems 
and  strategies  concerning  individual  species  or  specific  populations  should  con- 
tact the  Planning  Section  of  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department. 

Problems  and  Strategies 

1.  CONFLICTING  USES  OF  LAND  AND  WATER  ARE  ALTERING  HABITATS  AND  CAUSING  A 

REDUCTION  IN  WILDLIFE  CARRYING  CAPACITY. 

A.  Develop  and  implement  more  effective  means  of  environmental 
su rve  i 1 lance . 

B.  Develop  and/or  implement  alternatives,  preventative  measures, 
compensation,  or  mitigation  for  all  projects  and  practices 
which  diminish  the  quality  or  quantity  of  wildlife  habitat. 

C.  Coordinate  efforts  with  land  management  agencies  to  insure 
adequate  consideration  for  wildlife  in  long  range  plans. 

D.  Seek  legislation  that  insures  wild  and  free-ranging  populations 
of  wildlife  in  Wyoming. 

E.  Work  with  other  agencies  and  individuals  to  insure  land  and 
water  use  practices  are  in  harmony  with  the  needs  of 
wildlife. 

2.  THE  RAPID  INCREASE  IN  WYOMING'S  HUMAN  POPULATION  WILL  RESULT  IN  INCREASED 

DEMAND  FOR  WILDLIFE-RELATED  RECREATION. 

A.  Develop  and  implement  methods  whereby  recreational  opportunity 
can  be  provided  to  as  many  people  as  possible  while  still 
maintaining  quality  and  diversity  of  wildlife-related  recreation. 

B.  Determine  the  effects  of  increasing  human  impacts  on  wildlife 
population  dynamics  and  distribution  and  work  to  reduce  these  impacts. 

C.  Increase  the  emphasis  on  redistribution  of  wildlife  users. 

D.  Work  to  increase  populations  of  desired  wildlife  species  which 
are  below  the  carrying  capacity  of  available  habitat  or  below 
current  population  objectives. 

3.  THE  PROBLEMS,  RESPONSIBILITIES  AND  COSTS  OF  WILDLIFE  MANAGEMENT  ARE  IN- 
CREASING FASTER  THAN  THE  FISCAL  RESOURCES  TO  SUPPORT  NECESSARY  RESPONSES 

TO  THESE  CHALLENGES. 

A.  Develop  and  implement  more  efficient  technologies,  administrative 
procedures  and  management  systems. 


o 


B.  Maintain  all  Department  facilities  in  the  most  efficient  manner 
poss ib le . 

C.  Seek  sources  of  additional  revenue. 

D.  Seek  legislation  which  provides  for  more  flexibility  in  Department 
fund ing . 

4.  CERTAIN  LANDS  AND  WATERS  OF  THE  STATE  HAVE  PHYSICAL,  CHEMICAL  AND 

BIOLOGICAL  CONDITIONS  WHICH  ARE  NOT  CONDUCIVE  TO  THE  PRODUCTION  OF 

DESIRABLE  WILDLIFE  SPECIES. 

A.  Develop  and  implement  more  efficient  methods  for  the  control 
of  undesirable  species. 

B.  Develop  and  implement  methods  for  the  control  of  wildlife 
d iseases . 

C.  Develop  and  implement  methods  to  overcome  the  limiting  factors 
in  these  areas  and  increase  wildlife  production. 

5.  MUCH  OF  THE  WILDLIFE-RELATED  RECREATIONAL  OPPORTUNITY  IS  UNAVAILABLE  TO 

THE  GENERAL  PUBLIC  DUE  TO  A VARIETY  OF  ACCESS  PROBLEMS. 

A.  Work  for  better  Departraent-publ ic-landowner  relations  in  an  effort 
to  increase  access  on  and  across  private  lands. 

B.  Seek  acquisitions  and  easements  that  are  beneficial  to  the  public. 

C.  Seek  cooperative  agreements  with  agencies,  corporations,  and 
individuals  which  provide  for  recreational  access. 

D.  Work  to  increase  public  interest  and  awareness  in  under- 
utilized areas  and  species. 

E.  Work  with  land  management  agencies  to  increase  awareness  of 
available  public  lands  by  proper  marking  and  mapping. 

6.  MANY  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAMS  SUFFER  DUE  TO  POOR  COMMUNICATION  BETWEEN  THE 

DEPARTMENT,  OTHER  AGENCIES  AND  THE  GENERAL  PUBLIC. 

A.  Increase  emphasis  on  public  information  and  education 
programs  designed  to  inform  the  public  and  other  agencies 
of  the  needs  of  wildlife  and  the  principles  behind  the 
Department's  new  and  ongoing  programs. 

B.  Develop  and  maintain  better  lines  of  communication  between 
the  Department  and  other  agencies,  corporations  and  states. 

C.  Give  recognition  to  funding  from  federal  aid  programs. 


7. 


MANAGEMENT  PROGRAMS  ARE  SOMETIMES  GOVERNED  BY  ENFORCEMENT  AND  DAMAGE 
PROBLEMS,  POLITICS,  PROTECTIONISM,  AND  SPECIAL  INTEREST  GROUPS  RATHER  THAN 
SOUND  BIOLOGICAL  PRINCIPLES  AND  PUBLIC  BENEFITS. 
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Work  to  provide  administrators  with  better  information  on 
wildlife  populations  and  public  preferences  so  that  decisions 
can  be  made  and  justified  on  a more  objective  basis. 

B.  Increase  emphasis  on  communicating  to  the  general  public,  as  well  as 
to  special  interest  groups,  the  requirements  of  wildlife,  the 
rationale  for  management  actions,  and  the  need  for  hunter  ethics. 

C.  Conduct  the  research  necessary  to  better  understand  ecological 

principles,  processes  and  life  histories,  and  the  effects  of  management 
act  ions . 

8.  THE  EXTENT  AND  VALUE  OF  NONCONSUMPTIVE  USES  OF  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES  IS 
NOT  WELL  UNDERSTOOD. 

A.  Develop  the  information  base  necessary  to  determine  the 
extent  and  value  of  nonconsumptive  uses  of  wildlife. 

B.  Develop  areas,  materials  and  facilities  designed  to  enhance 

public  enjoyment,  understanding  and  appreciation  of  wild  animals  in 
their  natural  habitat. 

9.  SOME  PERSONS  ABUSE  WILDLIFE-RELATED  RECREATION  PRIVILEGES  AND  IGNORE  LAWS 
DESIGNED  TO  PROTECT  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES. 

A.  Maintain  an  effective  law  enforcement  cadre  to  minimize  these 
abuses . 

B.  Emphasize  hunter  ethics  and  the  rationale  for  laws  and 
regulations  in  public  contacts  and  publications. 

C.  Seek  active  public  participation  and  support  in  the  enforcement 
of  wildlife  laws  and  regulations. 

10.  SOME  WILDLIFE  USERS  DEMAND  HIGH  COST  PROJECTS  TO  MAINTAIN  POPULATIONS  OF 
SOME  SPECIES  ABOVE  THE  NATURAL  CARRYING  CAPACITY  OF  THEIR  HABITAT. 

A.  Emphasize  the  high  cost  of  artificial  animal  production 

systems  and  the  possible  biological  and  sociological  detriments  of 
these  projects. 

B.  Develop  and  implement  methods  whereby  the  users  of  high  cost 
production  projects  pay  their  fair  share  of  the  management  costs. 

11.  SOME  SPECIES  OF  WILDLIFE  CAUSE  PROBLEMS  AND/OR  ECONOMIC  LOSSES  ON  PRIVATE 
PROPERTY. 

A.  Work  to  maintain  animal  damage  at  a minimum  level. 

B.  Continue  efforts  to  develop  techniques  by  which  the  extent 

of  wildlife  damage  may  be  accurately  assessed  and  fairly  compensated. 
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This  Strategic  Plan  for  the  Comprehensive  Management  of  Wildlife  in  Wyoming  is  a 
part  of  the  planning  system  developed  by  the  Wyoming  Came  and  Fish  Department 
for  structured  problem-solving  and  the  attainment  of  wildlife  objectives. 

For  purposes  of  organization  and  clarity,  this  document  is  composed  of  several 
sect  ions : 


I.  BIG  GAME  (pp.  15).  This  section  covers  the  10  species  of  mam- 
malian game  classified  by  state  statute  as  either  big  or  trophy  game 
animals.  Antelope,  mule  deer,  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  moose,  bighorn 
sheep  and  Rocky  Mountain  goat  are  managed  on  the  basis  of  individual 
populations  or  herds  (a  herd  is  defined  as  a discrete  group  of  animals 
which  has  minimal  interchange  with  adjoining  groups  of  the  same 
species).  There  are  currently  201  identified  herds  with  plans  being 
made  for  several  new  divisions.  Maps  showing  the  locations  of  these 
herds  are  included  with  each  program  narrative  that  follows. 

The  remaining  species  in  this  category  (black  bear,  grizzly  bear, 
mountain  lion)  are  managed  on  the  basis  of  individual,  administrati- 
vely determined  management  areas  which  are  illustrated  with  the 
respective  program  narratives. 

Individual  inventory  files  are  maintained  for  each  herd/management 
area.  These  files  contain  information  on  past  population  trends, 
current  population  estimates,  management  objectives,  problems  and 
strategies,  supply  and  demand,  harvest  statistics,  economic  value 
data,  distribution,  etc.  From  these  files  a summary  sheet  was  pre- 
pared for  each  species  following  the  format  found  in  this  document. 
Those  wishing  more  detailed  information  than  that  contained  herein  are 
urged  to  contact  the  Planning  Section,  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming  (307/777-7461). 

II.  SMALL  GAME  (pp.  43).  This  section  covers  the  approximately  50 
species  of  small  game  birds  and  mammals.  Included  are  8 species  of 
upland  game  birds,  approximately  36  species  of  migratory  game  birds, 
and  6 species  of  small  game  mammals.  Species  in  this  category  are 
managed  on  the  basis  of  individual,  administratively  determined  mana- 
gement areas.  A map  showing  the  locations  of  these  areas  precedes  the 
small  game  section. 

Individual  inventory  files  are  maintained  for  each  management  area. 
These  files  contain  information  on  management  objectives,  problems  and 
strategies,  supply  and  demand,  harvest  statistics,  economic  value 
data,  distribution,  etc.  From  these  files  a summary  sheet  was  pre- 
pared for  each  species  (or  group  of  species)  following  the  format 
found  in  this  document.  Those  wishing  more  detailed  information  than 
that  contained  herein  are  urged  to  contact  the  Planning  Section, 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming  (307-777-7461). 

III.  SPORT  FISHERIES  (pp.  62).  This  section  covers  the  management  of 
Wyoming's  aquatic  resources  to  provide  sport  fishing  recreation.. 

Sport  fisheries  are  managed  on  the  basis  of  the  major  drainages  in  the 
state  and  these  are  illustrated  with  the  program  narrative. 


Individual  inventory  statistics  are  compiled  for  specific  waters 
within  these  drainages.  These  inventories  contain  information  on 
location,  flows,  species  present,  fishing  pressure,  supply  and  demand 
etc.  Those  wishing  more  detailed  information  than  that  contained 
herein  are  urged  to  contact  the  Planning  Section,  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming  (307/777-7461). 

IV.  OTHER  LICENSED  USES  OF  WILDLIFE  (pp.  76).  This  section  includes 
furbearers,  commercial  fisheries,  and  raptors.  The  species  included 
are  those  which  are  subject  to  regulated  harvest  or  capture  but  not 
classified  as  game  animals.  Inventory  files  are  maintained  for  each 
of  the  programs  presented.  These  files  contain  information  on  manage- 
ment objectives,  problems  and  strategies,  supply  and  demand,  harvest 
statistics,  distribution,  etc.  From  these  files  a sunmary  sheet  was 
prepared  for  each  program  following  the  format  found  in  this  document. 
Those  wishing  more  detailed  information  are  urged  to  contact  the 
Planning  Section,  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming 
(307/777-7461).  * 3 8 

V.  NONGAME  WILDLIFE  (pp.  83).  This  section  covers  nonconsumptive 
uses  of  the  entire  spectrum  of  wildlife  in  Wyoming.  Over  535  species 
of  vertebrate  animals  alone  are  believed  to  occur  within  the  state 
during  all  or  part  of  the  year. 

Current  knowledge  of  all  these  species  is  summarized  in  several 
Department  publications.  Those  wishing  more  detailed  information  than 
that  contained  herein  are  urged  to  contact  the  Planning  Section, 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming  (307/777-7461). 


9 


3- 

V j/v. 

* v-  * 


*•» 


t i 

j Li 


s~ 


.i 


*■**-■**  * t. 


. ' 


i . 


; - • • 


a 


BIGHORN  SHEEP 


STATUS  AND  USE:  There  are  22  separate  herds  of  bighorn  sheep  in 
Wyoming.  During  the  winter  of  1932-83  these  herds  totalled  approx^_ 
mately  6,300  animals.  They  seasonally  occupy  9,000  square  miles  of 
habitat,  of  which  1,000  square  miles  are  considered  critical.  During 
the  1982  hunting  season,  193  bighorn  sheep  were  harvested,  providing 
3,382  days  of  recreation. 

********************************  + ^^ 

PAST  MANAGEMENT  STATISTICS 


Calandor  Year 


********************* 


Caltndor  Year 


************** 


1988  OBJECTIVES 


1.  To  provide  a harvest  of  238  bighorn  sheep. 

2.  To  provide  4,334  sheep  hunting  recreation  days. 

3.  To  maintain  a harvest  success  rate  of  .46  sheep  per  license 
holder. 

4.  To  maintain  a hunter  effort  rate  of  18.2  days  hunted  per  sheep 
harvested . 

5.  To  maintain  a wintering  population  of  7,180  sheep. 

6.  To  maintain  at  least  9,000  square  miles  of  occupied  sheep  habitat. 
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, BIGHORN  sheep 
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herd  unit 

Clark'*  Fork. . • . 

Trout  Peak 

Wapiti  Ridge.... 
Yount' a Peak.... 
Franc 'a  Peak.... 

Targhee 

Jackaon 

Sheep  Mountain. . 
Whiakey  Mountain 
Temple  Peaks.... 
North  Bighorn... 
Paintrock  Creek. 

Barnua 

Sweetwater 

Ferris.. 

Douglas  Creek... 
Laraaic  Peak.... 

Black  Hills 

Encampment 

Desolation  Peak. 

Darby  Peak 

Dubois  Badlands. 
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